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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  IAW  769 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1950*  Amends  and  supplements 
the  Federal  Aid  Road  Act  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
continuing  the  construction  of  highways  and  roads*  It 
authorizes  appropriations  of  $20,000,000  in  fiscal  years 
1952  and  1953  for  forest  highways;  $17,500,000  in  fiscal 
years  1952  and  1953  for  forest  development  roads  and 
trails;  and  $3,500,000  in  fiscal  years  1951  and  1952 
for  improvement  and  extension  of  the  highway  facilities 
within  or  adjacent  to  the  Tongass  National  Forest, 
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H.  R.  7398  was  introduced  by  Rep*  Whittington  and  was  refer¬ 
red  to  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works*  Print  of  the 
bill  as  introduced.  (Similar  bill). 

Hearings:  House,  H*  7398  and  7941* 

H.  R.  7941  was  introduced  by  Rep*  Whittington  and  was  refer¬ 
red  to  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works*  Print  of  the 
bill  as  introduced. 

House  Committee  reported  H.  R.  7941  without  amendment.  House 
Report  1888.  Print  of  the  bill  as  reported. 

S.  3424  was  introduced  by  Senator  Chavez  and  was  referred 
to  the  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works.  Print  of  the  bill 
as  introduced.  (Similar  bill). 

House  Committee  reported  H.  Res.  565  for  the  consideration 
of  H.  R.  7941*  House  Rept.  1964.  Print  of  the  resolution. 

Print  of  an  amendment  to  S.  3424  proposed  by  Senator  Tobey. 

Hearings:  Senate,  S.  3424  and  H.  R.  7941* 

House  began  debate  on  H.  R.  7941* 

Print  of  an  amendment  to  S.  3424  proposed  by  Senator  Bridges. 

House  concluded  debate  and  passed  H.  R.  7941  as  reported  by 
a  vote  of  246-34* 

Print  of  H.  R.  7941  as  referred  to  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Public  Works. 

Print  of  an  amendment  proposed  by  Senator  Maybank  to  3.  3424* 

Print  of  an  amendment  proposed  by  Senator  Johnson  to  H.  R.  7941* 

Senate  Committee  reported  H.  R.  7941  with  amendment.  Senate 
Report  2044*  Print  of  the  bill  as  reported. 

Senate  discussed  and  passed  over  on  objection  K.  R.  7941* 

Print  of  an  amendment  proposed  by  Senator  lodge  to  H.  R.  7941* 

Prints  of  amendments  proposed  by  Senator  Saltonstall  to 
H.  R.  7941* 


Senate  discussed  and  passed  over  K.  R.  7941* 

Senate  began  debate  on  H.  R.  7941* 

Senate  debate  continued. 

Prints  of  amendments  to  H.  R.  7941  proposed  by  Senators  May- 
bank,  McCarran,  Johnson,  Hendrickson,  Graham,  and  Chavez. 
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August  21,  1950 

Prints  of  amendments  to  H.  R.  7941  proposed  by  Senator 
Douglas • 

August  22,  1950 

Senate  concluded  debate  and  passed  H.  R.  7941  "with  amend 
ments. 

Senate  conferees  appointed. 

August  23,  1950 

House  conferees  appointed. 

August  28,  1950 

House  received  the  conference  report.  House  Rept.  3010. 

August  29,  1950 

Both  houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report. 

September  7,  1950 

Approved.  Public  Law  769. 
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81st  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


H.  R.  7398 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


February  22, 1950 

Mr.  Whittington  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the 

Committee  on  Public  Works 


A  BILL 

To  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved 
July  11,  1916  (39  Slat.  355),  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the 

4  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat. 

5  355),  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary 

6  thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 

7  sum  of  $500,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

8  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

9  1953. 

10  The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be 
H  available  for  expenditure  as  follows: 
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(a)  $225,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  pri¬ 
mary  highway  system. 

(b)  $150,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
secondary  highway  system  as  set  forth  in  paragraph  (b)  of 
section  3  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58 
Stat.  838),  as  amended  or  supplemented  by  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948  (62  Stat.  1105). 

(c)  $125,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  system  in  urban  areas. 

The  said  sums,  respectively,  for  any  fiscal  year,  shall  be 
apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the  manner  now 
provided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with  the  formulas  set 
forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944 
approved  December  20,  1944:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 
25  per  centum  of  the  amounts  apportioned  to  any  State  in 
any  year  for  expenditure  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  highway 
system  or  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system  shall 
be  available  for  expenditure  interchangeably  on  either  of 
said  systems  when  such  expenditure  is  requested  and  certified 
as  being  in  the  public  interest  by  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  and  is  approved  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Eoads. 

Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  provisions 
of  this  section  and  under  the  provisions  of  section  2  hereof 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in  that  State  for  two  fiscal 
years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums 
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are  authorized,  and  any  amount  so  apportioned  remaining 
unexpended  at  the  end  of  such  period  shall  lapse:  Provided , 
That  such  funds  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the  sums  ap¬ 
portioned  to  the  State  for  such  fiscal  year  is  covered  by  formal 
agreements  with  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  for  the 
improvement  of  specific  projects  as  provided  by  this  Act. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  construc¬ 
tion,  reconstruction,  and  improvement,  inclusive  of  necessary 
bridges  and  tunnels,  of  the  National  System  of  Interstate 
Highways,  designated  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  7  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58 
Stat.  838) ,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  appropriated 
the  additional  sum  of  $70,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  additional  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1953.  The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each 
fiscal  year  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in 
the  ratio  which  the  population  of  each  State  bears  to  the  total 
population  of  all  of  the  States  as  shown  by  the  latest  available 
Federal  census:  Provided ,  That  no  State  shall  receive  less 
than  three-fourths  of  1  per  centum  of  the  sum  authorized 
to  be  apportioned  for  each  year  under  this  subsection,  and 
the  sum  apportioned  to  each  State  may  be  utilized  to  increase 
the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  project  on  the 
National  System  of  Interstate  Highways  above  50  per 
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centum  of  the  cost  thereof,  including  the  costs  of  rights-of- 
way,  but  not  to  exceed  75  per  centum  of  such  cost:  Provided 
further,  That  in  the  case  of  any  State  containing  unappro¬ 
priated  and  unreserved  public  lands  and  nontaxable  Indian 
lands,  individual  and  tribal,  exceeding  5  per  centum  of  the 
total  area  of  all  lands  therein  the  Federal  share  shall  be 
increased  by  a  percentage  of  the  remaining  cost  equal  to  the 
percentage  that  the  area  of  all  such  lands  in  such  State  is  of 
its  total  area. 

(b)  Any  State  that  shall  issue  bonds  and  use  the  pro¬ 
ceeds  of  such  bonds  for  the  construction  of  toll-free  facilities 
in  order  to  accelerate  the  improvement  of  the  National 
System  of  Interstate  Highways  may  apply  any  portion  of 
the  funds  herein,  or  hereafter,  authorized  for  expenditure  on 
said  system  of  highways  and  apportioned  to  such  State  under 
the  provisions  of  this  section  to  aid  in  retirement  of  annual 
maturities  of  the  principal  indebtedness  of  such  bonds  to  the 
extent  that  the  proceeds  of  such  bonds  are  actually  expended 
in  the  construction  of  said  system  of  highways:  Provided, 
That  payment  of  Federal  funds  on  the  principal  indebtedness 
of  such  bonds  shall  be  made  only  on  account  of  any  such 
facility  that  is  constructed  in  accordance  with  plans  and 
specifications  approved  in  advance  of  construction  by  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Hoads:  Provided  further,  That  pay¬ 
ment  of  Federal  funds  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  not 
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exceed  the  pro  rata  basis  authorized  by  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section:  And  provided^  further,  That  the  obligation  of  the 
United  States  to  any  State  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall 
be  limited  to  apportionments  to  such  State  from  funds 
authorized  by  the  Congress  to  be  apportioned  for  expenditure 
on  said  system  of  highways. 

Sec.  3.  Uor  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  section  23  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  218), 
as  amended  and  supplemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the  sum  of  $20,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like 
sum  for  the  fiscal  }^ear  ending  June  30,  1953;  and  (2)  for 
forest  development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of  $12,500,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953 :  Provided,  That, 
immediately  upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  the  appropriation 
herein  authorized  for  forest  highways  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1952,  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  for  expenditure  in  the  several  States,  Alaska, 
and  Puerto  Pico,  according  to  the  area  and  value  of  the  land 
owned  by  the  Government  within  the  national  forests  therein 
which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  hereby  directed  to 
determine  and  certify  to  him  from  such  information,  sources, 
and  departments  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  deem 
most  accurate,  and  hereafter,  on  or  before  January  1  next 
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preceding  the  commencement  of  each  succeeding  fiscal  year 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  make  like  apportionment 
of  the  appropriation  authorized  for  such  fiscal  year:  Provided 
further,  That  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  may  incur 
obligations,  approve  projects,  and  enter  into  contracts  under 
the  apportionment  of  such  authorizations,  and  his  action  in 
so  doing  shall  he  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of  the 
Federal  Government  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  thereof: 
Provided  further,  That  the  appropriations  made  pursuant  to 
authorizations  heretofore,  herein,  and  hereafter  enacted  for 
forest  highways  shall  he  considered  available  to  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Public  Roads  for  the  purpose  of  discharging 
the  obligations  created  hereunder  in  any  State  or  Territory: 
Provided  further,  That  the  total  expenditures  on  account  of 
any  State  or  Territory  shall  at  no  time  exceed  its  authorized 
apportionment:  And  provided,  further,  That  appropriations 
for  forest  highways  shall  be  administered  in  conformity  with 
regulations  jointly  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  im¬ 
provement,  and  maintenance  of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive 
of  necessary  bridges,  in  national  parks,  monuments,  and 
other  areas  administered  by  the  National  Park  Service,  in¬ 
cluding  areas  authorized  to  he  established  as  national  parks 
and  monuments,  and  national  park  and  monument  approach 
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1  roads  authorized  by  the  Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Stat. 

2  1053),  as  amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 

3  appropriated  the  sum  of  $4,250,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end- 

4  mg  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 

5  June  30,  1953. 

^  (b)  For  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  parkways, 

?  to  give  access  to  national  parks  and  national  monuments, 

8  or  to  become  connecting  sections  of  a  national  parkway 

9  plan,  over  lands  to  which  title  has  been  transferred  to  the 
United  States  by  the  States  or  by  private  individuals,  there 

11  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $10,- 

1^  000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a 

1^  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953. 

11  (c)  For  the  construction,  improvement,  and  mainte- 

1®  nance  of  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges  and  roads 

10  and  bridges  to  provide  access  to  Indian  reservations  and 

1^  Indian  lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  approved  May 

10  26,  1928  (45  Stat.  750),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 

1®  appropriated  the  sum  of  $4,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
90 

June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 

21 

June  30,  1953 :  Provided,  That  the  location,  type,  and 

22 

design  of  all  roads  and  bridges  constructed  shall  be  approved 

23 

by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Boads  before  any  expenditures  are 

24 

made  thereon,  and  all  such  construction  shall  be  under  the 

25 

general  supervision  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Boads. 
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Sec.  5.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838) , 
and  the  provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1948,  approved  June  29,  1948  (62  Shat.  1105),  not  incon¬ 
sistent  with  this  Act,  shall  remain  in  full  force  and  effect. 

Sec.  6.  That  section  14  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act, 
approved  November  9,  1921  (42  Stat.  212),  is  hereby 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  14.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  State  to  maintain 
any  highway  within  its  boundaries  after  construction  under 
the  provisions  of  this  Act.  If  at  any  time  the  Commissioner 
of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  shall  find  that  any  such 
highway  in  any  State  is  not  being  properly  maintained  he 
shall  call  such  fact  to  the  attention  of  the  highway  depart¬ 
ment  of  such  State  and  if  within  ninety  days  after  receipt  of 
such  notice  said  highway  has  not  been  put  in  a  proper 
condition  of  maintenance,  then  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Roads  shall  withhold  approval  of  further  projects  in  such 
State  until  such  highway  has  been  restored  to  a  proper  con¬ 
dition  of  maintenance :  Provided,  That  in  any  State  wherein 
the  highway  department  is  without  legal  authority  to  main¬ 
tain  a  highway  so  constructed  as  a  secondary  or  an  urban 
road  project  the  highway  department  of  such  State  shall 
enter  into  a  formal  agreement  with  the  appropriate  officials 
of  the  county  or  city  in  which  such  highway  is  located  for 
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its  maintenance,  and  if  at  any  time  the  Commissioner  of 
Public  Roads  shall  find  that  such  highway  is  not  being 
properly  maintained  he  shall  call  such  fact  to  the  attention 
of  the  highway  department  of  such  State  and  if  within  ninety 
days  after  receipt  of  such  notice  said  highway  has  not  been 
put  in  proper  condition  of  maintenance  then  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  of  Public  Roads  shall  withhold  approval  of  further 
secondary'  or  urban  road  projects  in  such  county  or  city  until 
said  highway  shall  have  been  placed  in  a  proper  condition 
of  maintenance.” 

Sec.  7.  That  subsection  (a)  of  section  5  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944 
(58  Stat.  838) ,  is  hereby  amended  by  increasing  the  Federal 
share  payable  on  account  of  the  costs  of  rights-of-way  from 
“one-third”  to  not  exceed  “one-half”  of  such  costs. 

Sec.  8.  Not  to  exceed  $10,000,000  of  any  money  here¬ 
tofore  or  hereafter  appropriated  for  expenditure  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  shall  be  available  for  expenditure 
by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads,  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  as  an  emergency  relief  fund,  after  receipt  of 
an  application  therefor  from  the  highway  department  of  any 
State,  in  the  repair  or  reconstruction  of  highways  and  bridges 
on  the  primary  or  secondary  Federal-aid  highway  systems, 
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or  on  other  important  highways  and  bridges  without  any 
limitation  to  system,  which  he  shall  find  have  suffered  serious 
damage  as  the  result  of  disaster  over  a  wide  area,  such  as  by 
floods,  hurricanes,  tidal  waves,  earthquakes,  severe  storms, 
landslides,  or  other  catastrophes  in  any  part  of  the  United 
States,  and  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  any 
sum  or  sums  necessary  to  reimburse  the  funds  so  expended 
from  time  to  time  under  the  authority  of  this  section:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  expenditures  shall  be  made  with  respect  to 
any  such  catastrophe  in  any  State  unless  an  emergency  has 
been  declared  by  the  Governor  of  such  State  and  concurred 
in  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads:  Provided  further, 
That  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  repair 
or  reconstruction  project  provided  for  by  funds  made  avail¬ 
able  under  this  section  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of 
the  cost  thereof. 

Sec.  9.  That  any  State  which  authorizes  its  highway 
department  to  participate  with  State  funds  in  meeting  the 
cost  to  counties  of  maintaining  highway  engineering  organ¬ 
izations,  or  which  requires  that  a  county  have  a  competent 
highway  engineering  organization  to  he  eligible  to  receive 
funds  that  are  available  through  the  higlrway  department 
of  such  State  for  the  construction  and  improvement  of  roads, 
including  bridges,  that  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  such 
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county,  may  be  reimbursed  out  of  its  apportionment  of  Fed- 
eral-aid  secondary  road  funds  the  usual  Federal  pro  rata 
authorized  by  law  in  such  State  to  reimburse  the  counties 
such  pro  rata  share  of  the  expenditures  made  by  them  with¬ 
out  reimbursement  from  other  sources  for  the  maintenance 
and  support  of  their  respective  highway  engineering  organiza¬ 
tions,  such  reimbursements,  however,  not  to  exceed  in  any 
one  year  $10,000  to  any  county,  or  to  any  group  of  counties 
which  may  jointly  employ  and  maintain  a  highway  engineer¬ 
ing  organization:  Provided ,  That  the  term  “county”  as  used 
in  this  section  shall  be  construed  to  include  corresponding 
units  of  government  under  any  other  name  in  States  which 
do  not  have  county  government  organizations,  and  likewise 
in  those  States  in  which  the  county  government  does  not 
have  jurisdiction  over  highways  it  may  be  construed  to  in¬ 
clude  any  county-wide  group  of  towns  or  other  local  govern¬ 
mental  units  that  are  vested,  respectively,  with  jurisdiction 
over  local  highways  and  which  jointly  employ  a  highway 
engineering  organization:  Provided  further,  That  the  high¬ 
way  department  of  any  State  claiming  reimbursement  under 
this  section  on  behalf  of  any  county  or  group  of  counties 
therein  shall  certify  that  such  highway  engineering  organ¬ 
ization  is  employed  by  and  operates  for  the  whole  county, 
or  group  of  counties,  in  the  direction  and  supervision  of  road 
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construction  and  maintenance  therein  and  is  suitably  organ¬ 
ized  and  provided  with  qualified  personnel  and  equipment 
to  discharge  properly  such  functions. 

Sec.  10.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  delegate  to  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  any  authority  vested  in  him 
by  this  Act. 

Sec.  11.  If  any  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision 
of  this  Act  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  cir¬ 
cumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  this  Act  and  the 
application  of  such  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision  to 
other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  he  affected  thereby. 

'  Sec.  12.  That  all  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  in¬ 
consistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  hereby  repealed, 
and  this  Act  shall  take  effect  on  its  passage. 

Sec.  13.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1950”. 
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81st  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


H.  R.  7941 


/ 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


March  30, 1950 

Mr.  Whittington  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the 

Committee  on  Public  Works 


A  BILL 

To  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Eoad  Act,  approved 
July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented, 
to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction 
of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the 

4  Federal- Aid  Eoad  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat. 

5  355) ,  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary 

6  thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 

7  sum  of  $500,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
3  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
9  1953. 


2 


1  The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be 

2  available  for  expenditure  as  follows: 

3  (a)  $225,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  pri- 

4  mary  highway  system. 

5  (b)  $150,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 

6  secondary  highway  system  as  set  forth  in  paragraph  (b)  of 

7  section  3  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58 

8  Stat.  838),  as  amended  or  supplemented  by  the  Federal- 

9  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948  (62  Stat.  1105) . 

10  (c)  $125,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  high- 

11  way  system  in  urban  areas. 

12  The  said  sums,  respectively,  for  any  fiscal  year,  shall  he 

13  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the  manner  now 

14  provided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with  the  formulas  set 

15  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944 

16  approved  December  20,  1944:  Provided,  That  the  census 

17  figures  used  in  making  said  apportionments  shall  be  those 
16  shown  hv  the  latest  available  Federal  census. 

19  Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  provisions ' 
29  of  this  section  and  under  the  provisions  of  section  2  hereof 

21  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in  that  State  for  two  fiscal 

22  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums 
26  are  authorized,  and  any  amount  so  apportioned  remaining 
21  unexpended  at  the  end  of  such  period  shall  lapse :  Provided, 
25  That  such  funds  for  any  fiscal  j^ear  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
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been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the  sums  ap¬ 
portioned  to  the  State  for  such  fiscal  year  is  covered  hy 
formal  agreements  with  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads 
for  the  improvement  of  specific  projects  as  provided  by 
this  Act. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  construc¬ 
tion,  reconstruction,  and  improvement,  inclusive  of  necessary 
bridges  and  tunnels,  of  the  National  System  of  Interstate 
Highways,  designated  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  7  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highways  Act  of  1944  (58 
Stat.  838),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
the  additional  sum  of  $70,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  additional  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1953.  The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each 
fiscal  year  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in 
the  ratio  which  the  population  of  each  State  bears  to  the 
total  population  of  all  of  the  States  as  shown  by  the  latest 
available  Federal  census:  Provided,  That  no  State  shall 
receive  less  than  three-fourths  of  1  per  centum  of  the  sum 
authorized  to  be  apportioned  for  each  year  under  this  sub¬ 
section,  and  the  sum  apportioned  to  each  State  may  be 
utilized  to  pay  the  Federal  pro  rata  share  now  authorized 
by  law  on  account  of  any  project  on  the  National  System 
of  Interstate  Highways,  or  may  be  used  to  increase  the 
Federal  payment  on  account  of  any  such  project  financed 
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1  with  Federal-aid  primary  or  urban  funds  by  one-half  of 

2  the  State’s  share  of  the  cost  thereof  over  and  above  the 

3  regular  Federal  pro  rata  now  authorized  hr  such  State. 

4  (b)  Any  State  that  shall  issue  bonds  and  use  the  pro- 

5  ceeds  of  such  bonds  for  the  construction  of  toll-free  facilities 

6  in  order  to  accelerate  the  improvement  of  the  National 

7  System  of  Interstate  Highways  may  apply  any  portion  of 

8  the  funds  herein,  or  hereafter,  authorized  for  expenditure  on 

9  said  system  of  highways  and  apportioned  to  such  State  imder 

10  the  provisions  of  this  section  to  aid  in  retirement  of  annual 

11  maturities  of  the  principal  indebtedness  of  such  bonds  to  the 

12  extent  that  the  proceeds  of  such  bonds  are  actually  expended 

13  in  the  construction  of  said  system  of  highways:  Provided, 

14  That  payment  of  Federal  funds  on  the  principal  indebtedness 

15  of  such  bonds  shall  be  made  only  on  account  of  any  such 

16  facility  that  is  constructed  in  accordance  with  plans  and 

17  specifications  approved  in  advance  of  construction  by  the 

18  Commissioner  of  Public  Hoads :  Provided  further,  That  pay- 

19  ment  of  Federal  funds  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  not 

20  exceed  the  pro  rata  basis  authorized  by  subsection  (a)  of 

21  this  section:  And  'provided  further,  That  payments  to  any 

22  State  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be  made  exclusively 

23  from  apportionments  to  such  State  from  funds  authorized  by 

24  the  Congress  to  be  apportioned  for  expenditure  on  said  sys- 

25  tern  of  highways  and  this  subsection  shall  not  he  construed 


1  as  a  commitment  or  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  United 

2  States  to  provide  such  funds. 

3  Sec.  3.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 

4  of  section  23  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  218), 

5  as  amended  and  supplemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to 

6  be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the  sum  of  $20,- 

7  000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like 

8  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953;  and  (2)  for 

9  forest  development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of  $17,500,000 

10  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum 

11  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953 :  Provided,  That, 
13  immediately  upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  the  appropriation 

13  herein  authorized  for  forest  highways  for  the  fiscal  year 

14  ending  June  30,  1952,  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary 

15  of  Commerce  for  expenditure  in  the  several  States,  Alaska, 

16  and  Puerto  Eico,  according  to  the  area  and  value  of  the  land 

17  owned  by  the  Government  within  the  national  forests  therein 

18  which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  hereby  directed  to 

19  determine  and  certify  to  him  from  such  information,  sources, 

20  and  departments  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  ma}^  deem 

21  most  accurate,  and  hereafter,  on  or  before  January  1  next 

22  preceding  the  commencement  of  each  succeeding  fiscal  year 

23  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  make  like  apportionment 

24  of  the  appropriation  authorized  for  such  fiscal  year:  Provided 

25  further,  That  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Eoads  may  incur 
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• 

obligations,  approve  projects,  and  enter  into  contracts  under 
the  apportionment  of  such  authorizations,  and  his  action  in 
so  doing  shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of  the 
Federal  Government  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  thereof: 
Provided  further,  That  the  appropriations  made  pursuant  to 
authorizations  heretofore,  herein,  and  hereafter  enacted  for 
forest  highways  shall  be  considered  available  to  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Public  Roads  for  the  purpose  of  discharging 
the  obligations  created  hereunder  in  any  State  or  Territory: 
Provided  further,  That  the  total  expenditures  on  account  of 
any  State  or  Territory  shall  at  no  time  exceed  its  authorized 
apportionment:  And  provided  further,  That  appropriations 
for  forest  highways  shall  be  administered  in  conformity  with 
regulations  jointly  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  im¬ 
provement,  and  maintenance  of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive 
of  necessary  bridges,  in  national  parks,  monuments,  and 
other  areas  administered  by  the  National  Park  Service,  in¬ 
cluding  areas  authorized  to  be  established  as  national  parks 
and  monuments,  and  national  park  and  monument  approach 
roads  authorized  by  the  Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Stat. 
1053),  as  amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  ap¬ 
propriated  the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 


7 

1  June  30,  1953:  Provided,  That  of  the  sum  authorized  by 

2  this  subsection  for  each  fiscal  year  not  more  than  $4,000,000 

3  shall  he  used  for  the  maintenance  of  such  roads  and  trails 

4  and  not  more  than  $1,000,000  shall  be  used  for  the  con- 

5  struction  of  minor  roads  and  trails:  Provided  further,  That 

6  hereafter  appropriations  for  the  construction,  reconstruction, 

7  and  improvement  of  such  park  and  monument  roads  shall 

8  be  administered  in  conformity  with  regulations  jointly  ap- 

9  proved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary 

10  of  Commerce,  and  projects  for  the  construction,  reconstruc- 

11  tion,  and  improvement  of  such  park  and  monument  roads 

12  shall  he  agreed  upon  jointly  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 

13  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

14  (b)  Tor  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  parkways, 

15  to  give  access  to  national  parks  and  national  monuments, 

16  or  to  become  connecting  sections  of  a  national  parkway 

17  plan,  over  lands  to  which  title  has  been  transferred  to  the 

18  United  States  by  the  States  or  by  private  individuals,  there 

19  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  appropriated  the  sum  of 

20  $13,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a 

21  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953  :  Provided, 

22  That  of  the  sum  authorized  by  this  subsection  for  each  fiscal 

23  year  not  more  than  $500,000  shall  he  used  for  the  mainte- 

24  nance  of  parkway  roads  and  not  more  than  $400,000  shall 

25  be  used  for  the  construction  of  minor  roads  and  trails  within 
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parkway  boundaries:  Provided  further,  That  hereafter  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  construction  of  parkways  shall  he 
administered  in  conformity  with  regulations  jointly  approved 
hy  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  and  projects  for  parkway  construction  shall  he  agreed 
upon  jointly  hy  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce. 

(c)  For  the  construction,  improvement,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges  and  roads 
and  bridges  to  provide  access  to  Indian  reservations  and 
Indian  lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  approved  May 
26,  1928  (45  Stat.  750),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  he 
appropriated  the  sum  of  $6,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1953 :  Provided,  That  the  location,  type,  and 
design  of  all  roads  and  bridges  constructed  shall  be  approved 
by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Boads  before  any  expenditures  are 
made  thereon,  and  all  such  construction  shall  be  under  the 
general  supervision  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Boads. 

Sec.  5.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838), 
and  the  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1948,  approved  June  29,  1948  (62  Stat.  1105),  not  incon¬ 
sistent  with  this  Act,  shall  remain  in  full  force  and  effect. 

Sec.  6.  That  section  14  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act, 


9 


1  approved  November  9,  1921  (42  Stat.  212) ,  is  hereby 

2  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

3  “Sec.  14.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  State  to  maintain 

4  any  highway  within  its  boundaries  after  construction  under 

5  the  provisions  of  this  Act.  If  at  any  time  the  Commissioner 

6  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  shall  find  that  an}^  such 

7  highway  in  any  State  is  not  being  properly  maintained  he 

8  shall  call  such  fact  to  the  attention  of  the  highway  depart- 

9  ment  of  such  State  and  if  within  ninety  days  after  receipt  of 
19  such  notice  said  highway  has  not  been  put  in  a  proper 
H  condition  of  maintenance,  then  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
12  Roads  shall  withhold  approval  of  further  projects  in  such 
12  State  until  such  highway  has  been  restored  to  a  proper  con- 
11  dition  of  maintenance:  Provided ,  That  in  any  State  wherein 
15  the  highway  department  is  without  legal  authority  to  main- 
19  tain  a  highway  so  constructed  as  a  secondary  or  an  urban 
II  road  project  the  highway  department  of  such  State  shall 

18  enter  into  a  formal  agreement  with  the  appropriate  officials 

19  of  the  county  or  city  in  which  such  highway  is  located  for 
29  its  maintenance,  and  if  at  an}^  time  the  Commissioner  of 

21  Public  Roads  shall  find  that  such  highway  is  not  being 

22  properly  maintained  he  shall  call  such  fact  to  the  attention 
22  of  the  highway  department  of  such  State  and  if  within  ninety 
21  days  after  receipt  of  such  notice  said  highway  has  not  been 
2^  put  in  proper  condition  of  maintenance  then  the  Commis- 
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sioner  of  Public  Roads  shall  withhold  approval  of  further 
secondary  or  urban  road  projects  in  such  county  or  city 
until  said  highway  shall  have  been  placed  in  a  proper 
condition  of  maintenance.” 

Sec.  7.  That  subsection  (a)  of  section  5  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944 
(58  Stat.  838) ,  is  hereby  amended  by  increasing  the  Federal 
share  payable  on  account  of  the  costs  of  rights-of-way  from 
“one-third”  to  not  exceed  “one-half”  of  such  costs. 

Sec.  8.  Section  3a  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of 
November  9,  1921,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  February 
20,  1931  (46  Stat.  1173),  is  hereby  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“Sec.  3a.  That  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized 
to  cooperate  with  the  State  highway  departments  and  with 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  the  construction  of  public 
highways  within  Indian  reservations  and  national  parks  and 
monuments  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  and  to  pay  the  amount  assumed  therefor  from  the 
funds  allotted  or  apportioned  under  this  Act  to  the  State 
wherein  the  reservations  and  national  parks  and  monuments 
are  located.” 

Sec.  9.  Not  to  exceed  $10,000,000  of  any  money  here¬ 
tofore  or  hereafter  appropriated  for  expenditure  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  as 
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amended  and  supplemented,  shall  be  available  for  expenditure 
by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads,  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  as  an  emergency  relief  fund,  after  receipt  of 
an  application  therefor  from  the  highway  department  of  any 
State,  in  the  repair  or  reconstruction  of  highways  and  bridges 
on  the  primary  or  secondary  Federal-aid  highway  systems 
which  he  shall  find  have  suffered  serious  damage  as  the 
result  of  disaster  over  a  wide  area,  such  as  by  floods,  hurri¬ 
canes,  tidal  waves,  earthquakes,  severe  storms,  landslides, 
or  other  catastrophes  in  any  part  of  the  United  States,  and 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  appropriated  any  sum  or 
sums  necessary7  to  reimburse  the  funds  so  expended  from 
time  to  time  under  the  authority  of  this  section:  Provided, 
That  no  expenditures  shall  be  made  with  respect  to  any 
such  catastrophe  in  any  State  unless  an  emergency  has  been 
declared  by  the  Governor  of  such  State  and  concurred  in 
by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads:  Provided  further, 
That  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  repair 
or  reconstruction  project  provided  for  by  funds  made  avail¬ 
able  under  this  section  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of 
the  cost  thereof. 

Sec.  10.  The  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  is  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  assist  in  carrying  out  the  action  program 
of  the  President’s  Highway  Safety  Conference  and  to  co- 
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1  operate  with  the  State  highway  departments  and  other 

2  agencies  in  this  program  to  advance  the  cause  of  safety  on 

3  the  streets  and  highways:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 

4  $75,000  shall  he  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  of  this 

5  section. 

6  Sec.  11.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  delegate  to  the 

7  Commissioner  of  Public  Eoads  any  authority  vested  in  him 

8  by  this  Act. 

9  Sec.  12.  If  any  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision 

10  of  this  Act  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  cir- 

11  cumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  this  Act  and  the 
13  application  of  such  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision  to 

13  other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

14  Sec.  13.  That  all  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  in- 

15  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  hereby  repealed, 
13  and  this  Act  shall  take  effect  on  its  passage. 

17  Sec.  14.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal- Aid 
IS  Highway  Act  of  1950”. 
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81st  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Report 

2d  Session  ]"  1  No.  1888 


AMENDING  AND  SUPPLEMENTING  THE  FEDERAL-AID  ROAD 
ACT,  APPROVED  JULY  11,  1916  (39  STAT.  355),  AS  AMENDED  AND 
SUPPLEMENTED,  TO  AUTHORIZE  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  CON¬ 
TINUING  THE  CONSTRUCTION  OF  HIGHWAYS 


April  5,  1950. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Whittington,  from  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  submitted 

the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  7941] 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act, 
approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supplemented, 
to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction  of  high¬ 
ways,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report 
favorably  thereon  without  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill 
do  pass. 

The  bill  is  a  substitute  for  H.  R.  7398,  upon  which  the  committee 
held  extensive  public  hearings  with  witnesses  representing  Federal, 
State,  and  local  officials,  Members  of  Congress,  agriculture,  industry, 
road  users,  and  other  groups.  The  hearings  are  printed  and  available. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  hearings,  H.  R.  7398  was  amended  and 
H.  R.  7941  is  H.  R.  7398,  as  amended. 

The  American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials,  which  is  an 
organization  composed  of  the  principal  highway  officials  of  all  of  the 
States,  recommended  to  the  committee  appropriations  of  $600,000,000 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1952  and  1953  for  projects  on  the  Federal- 
aid  primary  highway  system,  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary 
highway  system,  and  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  highway  system 
in  urban  areas,  and  $210,000,000  for  each  of  said  fiscal  years  for 
projects  on  the  national  system  of  interstate  highways.  However, 
the  President  in  the  budget  submitted  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1951,  at  page  M71,  referred  to  the  fact  that  all  the  Federal-aid 
funds  thus  far  authorized  had  been  apportioned  to  the  States  and 
that  new  authorizing  legislation  is  required  during  the  present  session 
of  the  Congress.  He,  therefore,  recommended  that  such  legislation 
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provide  an  annual  Federal-aid  authorization  for  the  next  2  years  of 
$500,000,000  and  that  within  this  total  increased  impetus  should  be 
placed  upon  the  interstate  highway  system. 

The  legislatures  of  45  States  will  meet  in  regular  biennial  session  in 
1951.  This  makes  it  imperative  that  Federal-aid  funds  for  continuing 
the  program  of  highway  construction  be  authorized  during  this  session 
of  the  Congress  in  order  that  funds  for  matching  the  Federal  funds 
may  be  made  available  by  the  State  legislatures  that  will  be  in  session. 

It  was  the  view  of  the  committee  that  it  should  recommend  author¬ 
izations  for  continuing  the  highway  program  on  substantially  the  same 
basis  as  set  forth  in  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  approved 
December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838),  and  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1948,  approved  June  29,  1948  (62  Stat.  1105),  and  without  substan¬ 
tive  change  in  the  provisions  of  said  acts.  The  1944  act  carried 
authorizations  for  the  three  postwar  fiscal  years  of  1946,  1947,  and 
1948  at  the  rate  of  $500,000,000  a  year,  divided  as  follows: 

(а)  $225,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  highway 

system. 

(б)  $150,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary 

highway  system. 

(c)  $125,000,000*  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  highway  system 
in  urban  areas. 

The  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948  carried  authorizations  of 
$450,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1950,  and 
1951.  The  sum  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  was  required  to  be 
divided  on  the  basis  of  percentages  which  resulted  in  the  following 
specific  amounts: 

(а)  $202,500,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  highway 

system. 

(б)  $135,  000,  000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  high¬ 

way  system. 

(c)  $112,500,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  highway  system 
in  urban  areas. 

The  reports  pf  the  committee  in  recommending  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1944  (Kept.  No.  1597,  78th  Cong.,  2d  sess.)  and  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948  (Rept.  No.  1594,  80th  Cong.,  2d 
sess.)  apply  with  equal  force  in  establishing  the  necessity  for  con¬ 
tinuing,  and  even  enlarging,  the  highway  program.  Further  support, 
however,  is  found  in  a  number  of  factors,  particularly  the  phenomenal 
increase  that  has  continued  in  the  number  of  motor  vehicles  registered 
throughout  the  States.  According  to  the  best  evidence  now  available, 
the  total  number  of  motor  vehicles  registered  during  the  year  1949, 
including  those  publicly  owned,  will  approximate  the  all-time  record 
of  44,350,000.  All  of  these  vehicles  moving  upon  the  public  highways 
generate  traffic  of  such  volume  and  create  such  hazards  that  the 
record  of  accidents  and  resulting  deaths  or  injuries  to  persons  and 
destruction  of  property  is  appalling. 

H.  R.  7941  proposes  to  authorize  $500,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  ending  June  30,  1952  and  1953,  which  is  the  same  amount 
authorized  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  for  which  authorizations  were 
made  by  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944.  The  funds  authorized 
will  be  apportioned  among  the  States  under  the  formulas  prescribed, 
and  with  the  same  division  among  the  three  categories  of  projects 
provided,  in  the  1944  act.  It  also  proposes  to  authorize  the  addi- 
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tional  sum  of  $70,000,000  for  each  of  said,  fiscal  years  for  expenditure 
on  the  national  system  of  interstate  highways  designated  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  section  7  of  the  1944  act. 

In  addition  to  the  authorizations  for  the  Federal-aid  program,  the 
bill  continues  the  authorizations  for  work  in  the  national  forests,  the 
national  parks  and  monuments,  parkways,  and  roads  on  Indian 
reservations,  in  substantially  the  same  amounts  as  authorized  in  the 
1944  act. 

The  provisions  and  purposes  of  the  bill  are  more  particularly  set 
forth  below. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Section  1  of  the  bill  authorizes  the  appropriation  of  $500,000,000 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  1953.  It 
divides  the  amount  authorized  for  each  of  said  fiscal  years  into  three 
categories;  namely,  $225,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  pri¬ 
mary  highway  system,  $150,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
secondary  highway  system  as  set  forth  in  paragraph  (b)  of  section  3 
of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented  by  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948,  and  $125,000,000 
for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  highway  system  in  urban  areas.  It 
provides  that  said  sums,  respectively,  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be 
apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the  manner  now  provided 
by  law  and  in  accordance  with  the  formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of 
the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944.  However,  the  provision  in 
section  4  (b)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  respecting  the 
apportionment  of  the  funds  authorized  by  said  act  for  secondary  and 
feeder  roads,  requires  that  the  population  shown  by  the  Federal 
census  of  1940  shall  be  used.  Since  it  is  possible  that  population 
figures  from  the  Federal  census  of  1950  which  is  now  being  taken 
may  be  available  by  the  time  the  first  apportionment  under  the  bill 
is  made,  provision  has  been  inserted  in  section  1  that  the  census 
figures  used  shall  be  those  shown  by  the  latest  available  Federal 
census.  This  change  makes  the  population  figures  that  shall  be  used 
in  apportioning  funds  for  secondary  roads  the  same  as  those  required 
by  section  4  (c)  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  with  respect 
to  the  apportionment  of  the  funds  therein  provided  for  urban  areas; 
that  is,  those  shown  by  the  latest  available  Federal  census. 

In  addition  to  the  foregoing,  section  2  (a)  of  the  bill  would  authorize 
the  appropriation  of  the  additional  sum  of  $70,000,000  for  each 
of  the  fiscal  years  1952  and  1953  for  expediting  the  construction,  recon¬ 
struction,  and  improvement  of  the  national  system  of  interstate  high¬ 
ways.  This  is  the  first  instance  in  which  Congress  has  recognized  the 
national  system  of  interstate  highways  by  authorizing  an  appropriation 
for  expenditure  exclusively  on  said  system.  This  subsection  provides 
that  the  sum  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  apportioned  among 
the  States  in  the  ratio  which  the  population  of  each  State  bears  to 
the  total  population  of  all  the  States,  as  shown  by  the  latest  available 
Federal  census,  but  that  no  State  shall  receive  less  than  three-fourths 
of  1  percent  of  the  sum  apportioned  for  each  fiscal  year.  It  further 
provides  that  any  State  may  use  its  apportionment  of  any  funds  now 
or  hereafter  authorized  for  expenditure  solely  on  the  national  system 
of  interstate  highways  either  to  finance  projects  on  said  system  on 
the  regular  matching  basis,  or  to  increase  the  Federal  payment  by 
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one-half  of  the  State’s  pro  rata  of  the  cost  of  any  such  project  financed 
on  the  regular  matching  basis  from  Federal  primary  or  urban  funds. 
In  other  words,  in  a  State  in  which  the  Federal  pro  rata  is  50  percent, 
it  would  make  it  possible  to  finance  a  project  on  a  50-50  basis  with 
regular  primary  or  urban  funds  and  to  increase  the  Federal  share  above 
the  50  percent  pro  rata  by  as  much  as  one-half  of  the  State’s  50  percent. 

Subsection  (b)  of  section  2  provides  that  any  State  that  may  issue 
bonds  and  use  the  proceeds  thereof  for  the  construction  of  toll-free 
facilities  in  order  to  accelerate  the  improvement  of  the  national  system 
of  interstate  highways  may  apply  any  part  of  its  apportionment  of 
the  funds  now  or  hereafter  authorized  for  expenditure  on  said  system 
of  highways  for  retiring  the  annual  maturities  of  the  principal  indebt¬ 
edness  of  such  bonds.  However,  the  facility  constructed  with  the 
proceeds  of  such  bonds  would  have  to  be  constructed  in  accordance 
with  plans  and  specifications  approved  in  advance  by  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  of  Public  Roads.  A  further  safeguard  is  provided  by  requiring 
that  payments  to  any  State  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be  made 
exclusively  from  the  State’s  apportionments  of  funds  authorized  for 
expenditure  on  such  system  of  highways,  and  that  the  provision  for 
such  payments  authorized  by  this  subsection  shall  not  be  construed 
as  a  commitment  or  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  to 
provide  such  funds. 

The  approximate  amounts  which  each  State  would  receive  of  the 
sums  authorized  by  sections  1  and  2  of  the  bill  have  been  computed  by 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  are  shown  in  a  table  furnished  to  the 
committee.  These  amounts  were  computed  on  the  basis  of  present- 
day  population  totals  estimated  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Census,  on  the 
assumption  that  it  is  possible  that  the  1950  census  figures  will  be 
available  by  the  time  the  apportionments  are  made.  If,  however,  the 
1950  population  figures  should  not  be  available,  then  the  figures  shown 
by  the  1940  Federal  census  would  have  to  be  used  and  the  amounts 
shown  for  the  respective  States  would  necessarily  be  changed  from 
those  shown  in  the  table.  The  table  is  as  follows: 


Approximate  apportionment  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds,  pursuant  to  H.  R.  79 fl  1 


State 

Interstate 

system 

($70,000,000) 

Primary 

($225,000,000) 

Secondary 

($150,000,000) 

Urban 

($125,000,000) 

Subtotal— 
primary, 
secondary, 
and  urban 
.$500,000,000) 

Total 

($570,000,000) 

Alabama  —  _  - 

$1, 246, 000 

$4,  605, 000 

$3,  620, 000 

$1, 160. 000 

$9, 385, 000 

$10,631,000 

Arizona  _  _ _  . 

505, 000 

3,  291, 000 

2,  3C5, 000 

33S,  000 

5,  934.  000 

6,  439, 000 

Arkansas _ 

838,  000 

3,  711, 000 

2, 958, 000 

486,  000 

7, 155, 000 

7,  993, 000 

California . 

4,  551, 000 

10,  273,  COO 

5,  734, 000 

10,  830,  000 

26.  837, 000 

31,  388.  000 

Colorado-- 

519, 000 

3,  948, 000 

2,  661, 000 

872,  OCO 

7.  481,  OCO 

8, 000,  000 

Connecticut _ 

862, 000 

1,421.000 

784,  000 

2,660,000 

4, 865. 000 

5,  727,  000 

Delaware  . 

505, 000 

1,  083,  000 

722.  000 

205, 000 

2.  010.  000 

2,  515,  000 

Florida _  — -  . 

1,  064, 000 

3,  392, 000 

2,  284,  00C 

1. 816, 000 

7,  492,  000 

8,  556, 000 

Georgia.  _  ...  ... 

1, 364. 000 

5,  419, 000 

4, 117,  0C0 

1,  433,  OCO 

10,  969,  000 

12.  333, 000 

Idaho.  .  .  .. 

505, 000 

2,  746, 000 

1,  924, 000 

206, 000 

4,  876. 000 

5, 381, 000 

Illinois _ _ 

3,  605, 000 

8. 442,  000 

4,  587. 000 

8,  788, 000 

21,817.000 

25,  422,  000 

Indiana 

1,  704, 000 

5.  325, 000 

3,  587, 000 

3, 084. 000 

11,996,000 

13,  700. 000 

Iowa  .  .. 

1, 12S,  000 

5, 354,  0C0 

3, 826,  000 

1,  432,000 

10,  612. 000 

11,  740. 000 

Kansas  .  .  . . 

831,  000 

5.  466, 000 

3,  843, 000 

1.034.000 

10, 343, 000 

11. 174,000 

Kentucky _ 

1.  235.  000 

4, 040, 000 

3,  247.  000 

1, 141,000 

8, 428,  000 

9,  663, 000 

Louisiana  . 

1, 122,  000 

3, 372, 000 

2.  531,000 

1,472.  000 

7, 375, 000 

8,  497,  000 

Maine-.. 

505,  000 

1,886,000 

1,360,000 

520, COO 

3,  766, 000 

4,  271,  000 

Maryland 

928,  000 

1,  872, 000 

1,  204, 000 

1,846,000 

4,  922,  000 

5,  850,  000 

Massachusetts. .. - . 

2,011,000 

2,  832, 0C0 

772, 000 

6.  234, 000 

9,  838,  000 

11,849,090 

Michigan. . 

2.  711,000 

6,  925, 0C0 

4,191,000 

5,  931,  000 

17. 047,  OCO 

19,  758,  000 

Minnesota -  - 

1,  271, 000 

5,  856, 000 

4, 042,  000 

2, 031, 000 

11,929,000 

13,  200, 000 

See  footnote  at  end  of  table,  p.  5. 
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Approximate  apportionment  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds,  pursuant  to  H.  R. 

79  fl  1 — Continued 


State 

Interstate 

system 

($70,000,000) 

Primary 

($225,000,000) 

Secondary 

($150,000,000) 

Urban 

($125,000,000) 

Subtotal — 
primary, 
secondary, 
and  urban 
($500,000,000) 

Total 

($570,000,000) 

Mississippi _ _  --  --- 

$909, 000 

$3,923,000 

$3, 175, 000 

$505, 000 

$7, 603, 000 

$8,  512, 000 

Missouri _ 

1,  679,  000 

6,  408, 000 

4, 399, 000 

2,  829, 000 

13,  636, 000 

15,  315, 000 

Montana _ 

505, 000 

4, 450, 000 

3, 029, 000 

247,  000 

7, 726, 000 

8,  231,  000 

Nebraska _  . 

549,  000 

4,  289,  000 

3,  015,  000 

660,  000 

7,  964,  000 

8,  513,  000 

Nevada . . 

505,  000 

2,871,000 

1,  931,  000 

83,  000 

4,  885,  000 

5,  390,  000 

New  Hampshire.  . 

505,  000 

1,  083,  000 

722,  000 

454,  000 

2,  259,  000 

2,  764,  000 

New  Jersey.  ... 

2,  080,  000 

2,911,  000 

1,  061,  000 

5,  593, 000 

9,  565,  000 

11,  645,  000 

New  Mexico .  _ 

505,  000 

3,  585,  000 

2, 483,  000 

246,  000 

6,314,  000 

6,  819,  000 

New  York. 

6, 141,  000 

10,  295,  000 

4, 134,  000 

17,  314,  000 

31,  743,  000 

37,  884,  000 

North  Carolina.  ...  . 

1,  649,  000 

5, 339,  000 

4.  370,  000 

1, 394,  000 

11,  103,  000 

12,  752,  000 

North  Dakota _ 

505,  000 

3,  220,  000 

2,  298,  000 

175,000 

5,  693,  000 

6,  198,  000 

Ohio _  _ 

3,  409,  000 

7,  797,  000 

4,  605,  000 

7,  531,  000 

19,  933,  000 

23,  342,  000 

Oklahoma.. 

982,  000 

4,  831,  000 

3,  529,  000 

1, 147,  000 

9,  507,  000 

10, 489,  000 

Oregon . . . 

741,  000 

3,  932,  000 

2,  714,  000 

1,  115,  000 

7,  761,  000 

8,  502,  000 

Pennsylvania . 

4,  537,  000 

8,  797,  000 

5,  096,  000 

9,  755,  000 

23,  648,  000 

28, 185,  000 

Rhode  Island. 

505,  000 

1,083,  000 

722,  000 

1,011,000 

2,  816,  000 

3,  321,  000 

South  Carolina . . 

854,  000 

2,  955,  000 

2, 429,  000 

595,  000 

5,  979,  000 

6, 833,  000 

South  Dakota.  _ 

505,  000 

3,  419,  000 

2,  424,  000 

194,  000 

0,  037,  000 

6,  542,  000 

Tennessee _  . 

1,  380,  000 

4,  717,  000 

3,  638,  000 

1,  526,  000 

9,  881,  000 

1 1,  261,  000 

Texas . . 

3,  214,  000 

14,  227,  000 

10,  074,  000 

4,  527,  000 

28, 828,  000 

32,  042,  000 

Utah.. 

505,  000 

2,  545,  000 

1,  698,  000 

465,  000 

4,  708,  000 

5,  213,  000 

Vermont . 

505,  000 

1,083,  000 

722,  000 

188,  000 

1,  993,  000 

2,  498,  000 

Virginia _  _ 

1,324,  000 

4,  115,  000 

3,  215,  000 

1,  492,  000 

8. 822, 000 

10, 146,  000 

Washington. . . . 

1, 102,  000 

3,  783,  000 

2,  582,  000 

1, 885,  000 

8,  250,  000 

9,  352,  000 

West  Virginia _  .. 

828,  000 

2,  360,  000 

1,  970,  000 

712,  000 

5,  042,  000 

5,  870,  000 

Wisconsin  .  . 

1,  432,  000 

5,  236,  000 

3,  559,  000 

2,  451,  000 

11,  246,  000 

12,  678,  000 

Wyoming . 

505,  000 

2,  746,  000 

1,  865,  000 

130,  000 

4,  741,  000 

5,  246,  000 

Hawaii..  ...  _ 

1, 083, 000 

722,  000 

428,  000 

2,  233,  000 
3, 104,  000 

2,  233,  000 

District  of  Columbia _ 

505,  000 

1,  083,  000 

722,  000 

1,  299,  000 

3, 609, 000 

Puerto  Rico _ 

1, 137,  000 

1, 173,  000 

843,  000 

3, 153,  000 

3, 153, 000 

1  The  population  factors  used  in  computing  these  apportionments  were  based  on  1949  Census  Bureau 
estimates  of  total  population  (1948  estimates  for  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico),  and  on  1940  ratios  of  rural  and 
urban  population  to  total  population.  The  area  factor  used  was  based  on  1940  census  data,  and  the  factor, 
for  mileage  of  rural  delivery  and  star  routes  was  based  on  1949  data.  The  apportionments  are  subject  to 
revision  upon  availability  of  1950  data  for  population,  area,  and  mileage  of  rural  delivery  and  star  routes. 


PERIOD  OF  AVAILABILITY 

Section  1  of  the  bill  provides  that  the  sums  apportioned  to  each 
State  under  the  provisions  of  said  section  and  under  the  provisions 
of  section  2  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  for  two  fiscal  years  after 
I  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  are  authorized  and 
that  any  amount  so  apportioned  remaining  unexpended  at  the  end  of 
such  period  shall  lapse.  It  provides  further  that  such  sums  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the 
sums  apportioned  to  the  State  for  such  fiscal  year  is  covered  by  formal 
agreements  with  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  for  the  improve¬ 
ment  of  specific  projects.  Any  money  not  expended  within  the  period 
provided  by  the  law,  therefore,  would  lapse  and  would  be  covered 
back  into  the  Treasury.  These  provisions  are  identical  with  those 
respecting  the  period  of  availability  of  the  funds  authorized  by  the 
Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948. 


FOREST  HIGHWAYS  AND  FOREST  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

Section  3  of  the  bill  authorizes  an  appropriation  of  $20,000,000  for 
forest  highways  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1952  and 
1953.  This  is  the  same  amount  that  was  authorized  for  forest  high¬ 
ways  by  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948  but  is  $5,000,000  less 
than  was  authorized  by  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944.  It 
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also  authorizes  appropriations  of  $17,500,000  for  forest  development 
roads  and  trails  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1952  and 
1953,  which  is  identical  with  the  amount  authorized  for  this  class  of 
roads  by  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948. 

The  bill,  however,  does  not  make  the  appropriations  for  forest 
highways  subject  to  the  provisions  of  section  9  of  the  Federal- Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1944  which  limits  the  apportionment  for  forest  high¬ 
ways  in  Alaska  to  $1,500,000  for  each  year  and  provides  that  such 
additional  amount  as  otherwise  would  be  apportioned  to  Alaska  for 
each  year  shall  be  apportioned  among  those  States,  including  Puerto 
Rico,  whose  forest  highway  apportionments  for  such  year  otherwise 
would  be  less  than  1  percent  of  the  entire  apportionment  for  that  year. 
The  deduction  from  Alaska’s  share  on  account  of  this  provision  for  the 
fiscal  year  1951  amounted  to  approximately  $250,000,  which  was 
prorated  among  26  States  and  Puerto  Rico.  Omission  of  this  limita¬ 
tion  will  provide  slightly  more  funds  that  are  urgently  needed  for  the 
construction  of  forest  highways  in  Alaska.  The  Federal  Government 
is  responsible  for  the  maintenance  of  forest  highways  in  Alaska.  A 
total  of  265  miles  of  such  highways  were  maintained  by  the  Federal 
Government  in  Alaska  during  the  fiscal  year  1949,  which  required 
the  use  of  $264,445  of  the  Territory’s  forest  highway  funds.  The 
increased  cost  of  maintenance  and  construction,  together  with  the 
restrictive  effect  of  the  above-mentioned  limitation,  has  served  to 
reduce  the  volume  of  work  that  could  be  undertaken  below  the  most 
urgently  needed  improvements.  Removal  of  this  restriction,  there¬ 
fore,  will  prove  of  great  benefit  to  Alaska  but  will  not  seriously  affect 
any  of  the  States  that  share  in  the  division  of  the  amounts  it  denies  to 
Alaska. 

PARK  ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

Section  4  (a)  provides  an  authorization  of  $10,000,000  a  year  for 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1952  and  1953,  for  roads, 
trails,  and  bridges  in  national  parks  and  monuments  and  approach 
roads  thereto,  including  areas  authorized  to  be  established  as  national 
parks  and  monuments.  The  sums  authorized  are  the  same  same  in 
amount  as  were  authorized  by  section  4  (a)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1948  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1950  and  1951.  The  bill, 
however,  contains  a  new  provision  that  not  more  than  $4,000,000 
of  the  sum  authorized  by  this  subsection  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be 
used  for  maintenance  of  such  roads  and  trails  and  that  not  more  than 
$1,000,000  shall  be  used  for  the  construction  of  minor  roads  and  trails. 
It  also  contains  an  additional  new  provision  that  hereafter  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and  improvement  of  such 
park  and  monument  roads  shall  be  administered  in  conformity  with 
the  regulations  jointly  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  that  projects  for  the  construction, 
reconstruction,  and  improvement  of  such  park  and  monument  roads 
shall  be  agreed  upon  jointly  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce.  This  latter  provision  is  similar  to  a  provision 
contained  for  several  years  in  the  legislation  with  respect  to  appro¬ 
priations  for  forest  highways,  and  it  was  deemed  desirable  by  the 
committee  that  appropriations  for  park  and  monument  roads  should 
be  administered  in  the  same  manner. 
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NATIONAL  PARKWAYS 

Section  4  (b)  would  authorize  $13,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
ending  June  30,  1952,  and  1953,  for  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  parkways  to  give  access  to  the  national  parks  and  monuments,  or 
to  become  connecting  sections  of  a  national  parkway  plan,  over  lands 
to  which  title  has  been  transferred  to  the  United  States.  This  is 
$3,000,000  more  per  year  than  was  authorized  by  the  Federal -Aid 
Highway  Acts  of  1944  and  1948  for  each  year  for  which  those  acts 
made  authorizations  for  parkways.  This  increase  is  due  to  the  fact 
that  new  parkways  have  been  acquired  or  added  to  the  parkway  sys¬ 
tem  of  the  United  States.  The  committee  deemed  it  advisable  to 
increase  the  amount  to  the  extent  proposed  by  the  bill.  This  sub¬ 
section  provides  that  not  more  than  $500,000  of  the  sum  authorized 
for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  used  for  the  maintenance  of  parkway 
roads  and  that  not  more  than  $400,000  shall  be  used  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  minor  roads  and  trails  within  parkway  boundaries.  It  contains 
a  further  provision  that  hereafter  appropriations  for  the  construction 
of  parkways  shall  be  administered  in  conformity  with  regulations 
jointly  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce,  and  that  projects  for  parkway  construction  shall  be 
agreed  upon  jointly  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce.  These  provisions  were  added  for  the  reason  stated  in 
the  preceding  paragraph  regarding  park  and  monument  roads. 

Section  4  (c)  would  authorize  $6,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
ending  June  30,  1952,  and  1953,  for  the  construction,  improvement, 
and  maintenance  of  roads  and  bridges  within  Indian  reservations  and 
to  provide  access  to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian  lands  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  May  26,  1928  (45  Stat.  750). 
The  sums  authorized  are  the  same  in  amount  as  were  authorized  for 
the  same  purpose  by  section  10  (c)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1944  and  by  section  4  (c)  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948. 

Section  5  provides  that  all  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  838),  and  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1948  (62  Stat.  1105),  not  inconsistent  with  the  provision  of  the  bill, 
shall  remain  in  full  force  and  effect. 

Section  6  would  amend  section  14  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act 
approved  November  9,  1921  (42  Stat.  212),  which  imposes  upon  each 
State  the  duty  to  maintain  any  highway  within  its  boundaries  after 
construction  with  the  aid  of  Federal  funds.  It  further  provides 
that  if  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  find  that  any  such  highway 
is  not  properly  maintained,  he  shall  notify  the  highway  department 
of  the  State  and  if  within  90  days  after  receipt  of  such  notice  said 
highway  has  not  been  put  in  proper  condition  of  maintenance,  ap¬ 
proval  of  further  projects  in  such  State  shall  be  withheld  until  such 
highway  has  been  properly  repaired.  The  existing  law  further  au¬ 
thorizes  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  go  in  and  maintain  a  road 
found  not  to  be  properly  maintained  and  to  charge  the  cost  thereof 
against  the  State’s  apportionment  and  refuse  to  approve  further 
projects  in  such  States  until  reimbursement  is  made  of  the  amount 
expended  for  putting  the  road  in  proper  maintenance.  Upon  re¬ 
imbursement  of  such  sum  it  would  be  reapportioned  among  all  the 
States  so  that  the  State  that  neglected  the  maintenance  of  its  roads 
would  lose  all  of  the  sum  reimbursed  except  its  share  under  the 
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reapportionment.  The  pending  bill  would  amend  the  existing  law 
so  that  the  maintenance  will  remain  the  responsibility  of  the  States 
but  the  whole  State  will  not  be  penalized  in  case  a  county  or  munici¬ 
pality  should  fail  to  maintain  a  road  not  by  law  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  a  State  for  maintenance.  It  would  also  eliminate  the  authority 
for  Federal  authorities  to  enter  a  State  and  actually  perform  the 
work  of  maintenance.  The  changes  in  this  section  regarding  mainte¬ 
nance  were  recommended  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  the  State 
highway  officials,  and  numerous  witnesses  who  appeared  before 
the  committee. 

Section  7  would  amend  subsection  (a)  of  section  5  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  to  increase  the  Federal  share  payable  on 
account  of  the  costs  of  rights-of-way  from  one-third  to  one-half  of 
such  costs.  Evidence  presented  to  the  committee  was  to  the  effect 
that  adoption  of  this  amendment  would  facilitate  and  simplify  the 
handling  of  vouchers  that  include  right-of-way  items  on  Federal-aid 
projects  by  making  it  unnecessary  for  the  auditors  to  determine 
whether  items  that  are  closely  related  to  both  right-of-way  and  con¬ 
struction  shall  be  classified  as  right-of-way  costs  or  construction  costs. 

Section  8  would  amend  section  3  (a)  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act 
of  November  9,  1921,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  February  20,  1931 
(46  Stat.  1173),  so  as  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to 
cooperate  with  the  State  highway  departments  and  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  in  the  construction  of  public  highways  within 
national  parks  and  monuments  and  to  pay  all  or  any  part  of  the  cost 
thereof  from  funds  apportioned  to  the  States  under  the  Federal-aid 
road  legislation  in  the  same  manner  that  has  been  authorized  in  Indian 
reservations  ever  since  the  approval  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of 
November  9,  1921. 

Section  9  would  authorize  the  use  of  not  to  exceed  $10,000,000  of 
any  money  heretofore  or  hereafter  appropriated  for  expenditure  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  as  an  emergency  relief  fund  for  the 
repair,  restoration,  or  reconstruction  of  highways  damaged  or  de¬ 
stroyed  on  the  primary  or  secondary  highway  systems  as  a  result  of 
severe  storms,  floods,  landslides,  or  other  like  catastrophes  of  nature. 
This  is  similar  to  authorizations  made  pursuant  to  the  acts  of  June 
18,  1934  (48  Stat.  993),  June  8,  1938  (52  Stat.  633),  and  July  13,  1943 
(57  Stat.  560). 

Section  10  would  authorize  and  direct  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Roads  to  assist  in  carrying  out  the  action  program  of  the  President’s 
Highway  Safety  Conference  and  to  cooperate  with  the  State  highway 
departments  and  other  agencies  in  this  program  to  advance  the  cause 
of  safety  on  the  streets  and  highways.  This  is  a  new  provision  but  was 
regarded  by  the  committee  as  a  very  important  one  to  give  legislative 
sanction  to  participation  in  the  action  program  of  the  President’s 
Highway  Safety  Conference.  Expenditures  for  this  purpose  would  be 
limited  by  the  section  to  not  exceeding  $75,000  a  year  which  would  be 
payable  out  of  the  administrative  funds'  of  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads. 

Section  11  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  delegate 
to  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  any  authority  vested  in  him 
under  the  provisions  of  the  bill. 
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Section  12  is  a  saving  provision  to  the  effect  that  if  any  section, 
subsection,  or  other  provision  of  the  bill,  or  the  application  to  any 
person  or  circumstance,  is  held  invalid,  such  invalidity  shall  not  affect 
the  validity  of  the  remainder  thereof. 

Section  13  provides  for  the  repeal  of  all  acts  or  parts  of  acts  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  bill  and  that  the  bill  shall  take  effect  on  its  passage. 

Section  14  provides  that  the  act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1950.” 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  paragraph  2a  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rides  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  proposed  by  the  bdl 
are  shown  in  parallel  columns  as  follows: 

Existing  Law  New  Language 

section  14,  federal  highwat  act  Sec.  6.  That  section  14  of  the  Federal 


OF  1921 


Sec.  14.  That  should  any  State  fail 
to  maintain  any  highway  within  its 
boundaries  after  construction  or  recon¬ 
struction  under  the  provisions  of  this 
act,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall 
then  serve  notice  upon  the  State  high¬ 
way  department  of  that  fact,  and  if 
within  ninety  days  after  receipt  of  such 
notice  said  highway  has  not  been  placed 
in  proper  condition  of  maintenance,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  proceed 
immediately  to  have  such  highway 
placed  in  a  proper  condition  of  mainte¬ 
nance  and  charge  the  cost  thereof 
against  the  Federal  funds  allotted  to 
such  State,  and  shall  refuse  to  approve 
any  other  project  in  such  State,  except 
as  hereinafter  provided. 

Upon  the  reimbursement  by  the 
State  of  the  amount  expended  by  the 
Federal  Government  for  such  mainte¬ 
nance,  said  amount  shall  be  paid  into 
the  Federal  highway  fund  for  reappor¬ 
tionment  among  all  the  States  for  the 
construction  of  roads  under  this  act,  and 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  then 
approve  further  projects  submitted  by 
the  State  as  in  this  act  provided. 

Whenever  it  shall  become  necessary 
for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  under 
the  provisions  of  this  act  to  place  any 
highway  in  a  proper  condition  of  main¬ 
tenance  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
shall  contract  with  some  responsible 
party  or  parties  for  doing  such  work: 
Provided,  however,  That  in  case  he  is  not 
able  to  secure  a  satisfactory  contract  he 
may  purchase,  lease,  hire,  or  otherwise 
obtain  all  necessary  supplies,  equipment, 
and  labor,  and  may  operate  and  main¬ 
tain  such  motor  and  other  equipment 
and  facilities  as  in  his  judgment  are 
necessary  for  the  proper  and  efficient 
performance  of  his  functions. 


Highway  Act,  approved  November  9, 
1921  (42  Stat.  212),  is  hereby  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  14.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
State  to  maintain  any  highway  within 
its  boundaries  after  construction  under 
the  provisions  of  this  Act.  If  at  any 
time  the  Commissioner  of  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads  shall  find  that  any  such 
highway  in  any  State  is  not  being 
properly  maintained  he  shall  call  such 
fact  to  the  attention  of  the  highway 
department  of  such  State  and  if  within 
ninety  days  after  receipt  of  such  notice 
said  highway  has  not  been  put  in  a 
proper  condition  of  maintenance,  then 
the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  shall 
withhold  approval  of  further  projects  in 
such  State  until  such  highway  has  been 
restored  to  a  proper  condition  of  main¬ 
tenance:  Provided,  That  in  any  State 
wherein  the  highway  department  is 
without  legal  authority  to  maintain  a 
highway  so  constructed  as  a  secondary 
or  an  urban  road  project  the  highway 
department  of  such  State  shall  enter 
into  a  formal  agreement  with  the  appro¬ 
priate  officials  of  the  county  or  city  in 
which  such  highway  is  located  for  its 
maintenance,  and  if  at  any  time  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  shall 
find  that  such  highway  is  not  being 
properly  maintained  he  shall  call  such 
fact  to  the  attention  of  the  highway 
department  of  such  State  and  if  within 
ninety  days  after  receipt  of  such  notice 
said  highway  has  not  been  put  in  proper 
condition  of  maintenance  then  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Public  Roads  shall  with¬ 
hold  approval  of  further  secondary  or 
urban  road  projects  in  such  county  or 
city  until  said  highway  shall  have  been 
placed  in  a  proper  condition  of  main¬ 
tenance.” 
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Existing  Law 

SECTION  5  (A),  FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF 
1944 

Sec.  5.  (a)  The  Federal  share  pay¬ 
able  on  account  of  any  project  provided 
for  by  the  funds  made  available  under 
the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  Act 
shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the 
construction  cost  thereof  other  than 
costs  of  rights-of-way,  and  as  to  costs 
of  rights-of-way  shall  not  exceed  one- 
third  of  such  costs: 


New  Language 


Sec.  7.  That  subsection  (a)  of  section 
5  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58 
Stat.  838),  is  hereby  amended  by  in¬ 
creasing  the  Federal  share  payable  on 
account  of  the  costs  of  rights-of-way 
from  “one-third”  to  not  exceed  “one- 
half”  of  such  costs. 


SECTION  3  (A),  FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF 
1921 

Amendment  of  February  20,  1931 

Sec.  3a.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
is  authorized  to  cooperate  with  the 
State  highway  departments  and  with 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  the 
construction  of  public  highways  within 
Indian  reservations,  and  to  pay  the 
amount  assumed  therefor  from  the 
funds  allotted  or  apportioned  under  this 
act  to  the  State  wherein  the  reservation 
is  located. 


TEXT  OF 


Sec.  8.  Section  3a  of  the  Federal 
Highway  Act  of  November  9,  1921,  as 
amended  by  the  Act  of  February  20, 
1931  (46  Stat.  1 173) ,  is  hereby  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  3a.  That  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  is  authorized  to  cooperate  with 
the  State  highway  departments  and 
with  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in 
the  construction  of  public  highways 
within  Indian  reservations  and  national 
parks  and  monuments  under  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  and  to  pay  the  amount  assumed 
therefor  from  the  funds  allotted  or  ap¬ 
portioned  under  this  Act  to  the  State 
wherein  the  reservations  and  national 
parks  and  monuments  are  located.” 

THE  BILL 


The  bill  as  unanimously  recommended  by  the  committee  is  as 
follows: 


[H.  R.  7941,  81st  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 


A  BILL  To  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act,  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355), 
as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction  of  highways, 
and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  and  all  Acts 
amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary  thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  the  sum  of  $500,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952, 
and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953. 

The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  available  for  expenditure 
as  follows: 

(a)  $225,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  highway  system. 

(b)  $150,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system  as 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (b)  of  section  3  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58 
Stat.  838),  as  amended  or  supplemented  by  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1948  (62  Stat.  1105). 

(c)  $125,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  highway  system  in  urban  areas. 

The  said  sums,  respectively,  for  any  fiscal  year,  shall  be  apportioned  among  the 

several  States  in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with  the 
formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  approved 
December  20,  1944:  Provided,  That  the  census  figures  used  in  making  said  ap¬ 
portionments  shall  be  those  shown  by  the  latest  available  Federal  census. 
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Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  provisions  of  this  section  and 
under  the  provisions  of  section  2  hereof  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in  that 
State  for  two  fiscal  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums 
are  authorized,  and  any  amount  so  apportioned  remaining  unexpended  at  the  end 
of  such  period  shall  lapse:  Provided ,  That  such  funds  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the  sums  apportioned 
to  the  State  for  such  fiscal  year  is  covered  by  formal  agreements  with  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Public  Roads  for  the  improvement  of  specific  projects  as  provided 
by  this  Act. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and 
improvement,  inclusive  of  necessary  bridges  and  tunnels,  of  the  National  System 
of  Interstate  Highways,  designated  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  7 
of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  838),  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  the  additional  sum  of  $70,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  additional  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953. 
The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  apportioned  among  the 
several  States  in  the  ratio  which  the  population  of  each  State  bears  to  the  total 
population  of  all  of  the  States  as  shown  by  the  latest  available  Federal  census: 
Provided,  That  no  State  shall  receive  less  than  three-fourths  of  1  per  centum  of 
the  sum  authorized  to  be  apportioned  for  each  year  under  this  subsection,  and 
the  sum  apportioned  to  each  State  may  be  utilized  to  pay  the  Federal  pro  rata 
share  now  authorized  by  law  on  account  of  any  project  on  the  National  System 
of  Interstate  Highways,  or  may  be  used  to  increase  the  Federal  payment  on 
account  of  any  such  project  financed  with  Federal-aid  primary  or  urban  funds 
by  one-half  of  the  State’s  share  of  the  cost  thereof  over  and  above  the  regular 
Federal  pro  rata  now  authorized  in  such  State. 

(b)  Any  State  that  shall  issue  bonds  and  use  the  proceeds  of  such  bonds  for 
the  construction  of  toll-free  facilities  in  order  to  accelerate  the  improvement  of 
the  National  System  of  Interstate  Highways  may  apply  any  portion  of  the  funds 
herein,  or  hereafter,  authorized  for  expenditure  on  said  system  of  highways  and 
apportioned  to  such  State  under  the  provisions  of  this  section  to  aid  in  retire¬ 
ment  of  annual  maturities  of  the  principal  indebtedness  of  such  bonds  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  that  the  proceeds  of  such  bonds  are  actually  expended  in  the  construction  of 
said  system  of  highways:  Provided,  That  payment  of  Federal  funds  on  the  prin¬ 
cipal  indebtedness  of  such  bonds  shall  be  made  only  on  account  of  any  such 
facility  that  is  constructed  in  accordance  with  plans  and  specifications  approved 
in  advance  of  construction  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads:  Provided 
further,  That  payment  of  Federal  funds  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  not  ex¬ 
ceed  the  pro  rata  basis  authorized  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section:  And  provided 
further,  That  payments  to  any  State  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be  made 
exclusively  from  apportionments  to  such  State  from  funds  authorized  by  the 
Congress  to  be  apportioned  for  expenditure  on  said  system  of  highways  and  this 
subsection  shall  not  be  construed  as  a  commitment  or  obligation  on  the  part  of 
the  United  States  to  provide  such  funds. 

Sec.  3.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  23  of  the 
Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  218),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the  sum  of  $20,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1953;  and  (2)  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of 
$17,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1953:  Provided,  That,  immediately  upon  the  passage  of  this 
Act,  the  appropriation  herein  authorized  for  forest  highways  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1952,  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for 
expenditure  in  the  several  States^  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico,  according  to  the  area 
and  value  of  the  land  owned  by  the  Government  within  the  national  forests  therein 
which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  hereby  directed  to  determine  and  certify  to 
him  from  such  information,  sources,  and  departments  as  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  may  deem  most  accurate,  and  hereafter,  on  or  before  January  1  next  preced¬ 
ing  the  commencement  of  each  succeeding  fiscal  year  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
shall  make  like  apportionment  of  the  appropriation  authorized  for  such  fiscal 
year:  Provided  further,  That  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  may  incur  obliga¬ 
tions,  approve  projects,  and  enter  into  contracts  under  the  apportionment  of 
such  authorizations,  and  his  action  in  so  doing  shall  be  deemed  a  contractual 
obligation  of  the  Federal  Government  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  thereof:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  the  appropriations  made  pursuant  to  authorizations  heretofore, 
herein,  and  hereafter  enacted  for  forest  highways  shall  be  considered  available 
to  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  for  the  purpose  of  discharging  the  obliga- 
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tions  created  hereunder  in  any  State  or  Territory:  Provided  further,  That  the  total 
expenditures  on  account  of  any  State  or  Territory  shall  at  no  time  exceed  its 
authorized  apportionment:  And  provided  further,  That  appropriations  for  forest 
highways  shall  be  administered  in  conformity  with  regulations  jointly  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  improvement,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive  of  necessary  bridges,  in  national  parks,  monu¬ 
ments,  and  other  areas  administered  by  the  National  Park  Service,  including  areas 
authorized  to  be  established  as  national  parks  and  monuments,  and  national  park 
and  monument  approach  roads  authorized  by  the  Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Stat. 
1053),  as  amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of 
$10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1953:  Provided ,  That  of  the  sum  authorized  by  this  subsection 
for  each  fiscal  year  not  more  than  $4,000,000  shall  be  used  for  the  maintenance  of 
such  roads  and  trails  and  not  more  than  $1,000,000  shall  be  used  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  minor  roads  and  trails:  Provided  further,  That  hereafter  appropriations  for 
the  construction,  reconstruction,  and  improvement  of  such  park  and  monument 
roads  shall  be  administered  in  conformity  with  regulations  jointly  approved  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  and  projects  for  the 
construction,  reconstruction,  and  improvement  of  such  park  and  monument  roads 
shall  be  agreed  upon  jointly  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce. 

(b)  For  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  parkways,  to  give  access  to 
national  parks  and  national  monuments,  or  to  become  connecting  sections  of  a 
national  parkway  plan,  over  lands  to  which  title  has  been  transfererd  to  the 
United  States  by  the  States  or  by  private  individuals,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $13,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952, 
and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953:  Provided,  That  of  the  sum 
authorized  by  this  subsection  for  each  fiscal  year  not  more  than  $500,000  shall 
be  used  for  the  maintenance  of  parkway  roads  and  not  more  than  $400,000  shall 
be  used  for  the  construction  of  minor  roads  and  trails  within  parkway  boundaries: 
Provided  f  urther,  That  hereafter  appropriations  for  the  construction  of  parkways 
shall  be  administered  in  conformity  with  regulations  jointly  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  and  projects  for  parkway 
construction  shall  be  agreed  upon  jointly  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce. 

(c)  For  the  construction,  improvement,  and  maintenance  of  Indian  reservation 
roads  and  bridges  and  roads  and  bridges  to  provide  access  to  Indian  reservations 
and  Indian  lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  approved  May  26,  1928  (45  Stat. 
750),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $6,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1953:  Provided,  That  the  location,  type,  and  design  of  all  roads  and  bridges  con¬ 
structed  shall  be  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  before  any  expendi¬ 
tures  are  made  thereon,  and  all  such  construction  shall  be  under  the  general 
supervision  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 

Sec.  5.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  approved 
December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838),  and  the  provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1948,  approved  June  29,  1948  (62  Stat.  1105),  not  inconsistent  with  this 
Act,  shall  remain  in  full  force  and  effect. 

Sec.  6.  That  section  14  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  approved  November  9, 
1921  (42  Stat.  212),  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  14.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  State  to  maintain  any  highway  within  its 
Boundaries  after  construction  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act.  If  at  any  time 
the  Commissioner  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  shall  find  that  any  such  high¬ 
way  in  any  State  is  not  being  properly  maintained  he  shall  call  such  fact  to  the 
attention  of  the  highway  department  of  such  State  and  if  within  ninety  days 
after  receipt  of  such  notice  said  highway  has  not  been  put  in  a  proper  condition 
of  maintenance,  then  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  shall  withhold  approval 
of  further  projects  in  such  State  until  such  highway  has  been  restored  to  a  proper 
condition  of  maintenance:  Provided,  That  in  any  State  wherein  the  highway 
department  is  without  legal  authority  to  maintain  a  highway  so  constructed  as 
a  secondary  or  an  urban  road  project  the  highway  department  of  such  State  shall 
enter  into  a  formal  agreement  with  the  appropriate  officials  of  the  county  or  city 
in  which  such  highway  is  located  for  its  maintenance,  and  if  at  any  time  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  shall  find  that  such  highway  is  not  being  properly 
maintained  he  shall  call  such  fact  to  the  attention  of  the  highway  department 
of  such  State  and  if  within  ninety  days  after  receipt  of  such  notice  said  highway 
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has  not  been  put  in  proper  condition  of  maintenance  then  the  Commissioner  of 
Public  Roads  shall  withhold  approval  of  further  secondary  or  urban  road  projects 
in  such  county  or  city  until  said  highway  shall  have  been  placed  in  a  proper 
condition  of  maintenance.” 

Sec.  7.  That  subsection  (a)  of  section  5  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838),  is  hereby  amended  by  increasing 
the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  the  costs  of  rights-of-way  from  “one-third” 
to  not  exceed  “one-half”  of  such  costs. 

Sec.  8.  Section  3a  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  November  9,  1921,  as 
amended  by  the  Act  of  February  20,  1931  (46  Stat.  1173),  is  hereby  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  3a.  That  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  to  cooperate  with  the 
State  highway  departments  and  with  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  the  con¬ 
struction  of  public  highways  within  Indian  reservations  and  national  parks  and 
monuments  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  and  to  pay 
the  amount  assumed  therefor  from  the  funds  allotted  or  apportioned  under  this 
Act  to  the  State  wherein  the  reservations  and  national  parks  and  monuments  are 
located.” 

Sec.  9.  Not  to  exceed  $10,000,000  of  any  money  heretofore  or  hereafter  appro¬ 
priated  for  expenditure  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Highway 
Act,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  by  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal 
Highway  Act,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  as  an  emergency  relief  fund,  after 
receipt  of  an  application  therefor  from  the  highway  department  of  any  State,  in 
the  repair  or  reconstruction  of  highways  and  bridges  on  the  primary  or  secondary 
Federal-aid  highway  systems  which  he  shall  find  have  suffered  serious  damage  as 
the  result  of  disaster  over  a  wide  area,  such  as  by  floods,  hurricanes,  tidal  waves, 
earthquakes,  severe  storms,  landslides,  or  other  catastrophes  in  any  part  of  the 
United  States,  and  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  any  sum  or  sums 
necessary  to  reimburse  the  funds  so  expended  from  time  to  time  under  the  author¬ 
ity  of  this  se'ction:  Provided,  That  no  expenditures  shall  be  made  with  respect  to 
any  such  catastrophe  in  any  State  unless  an  emergency  has  been  declared  by  the 
Governor  of  such  State  and  concurred  in  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads: 
Provided  further ,  That  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  repair  or  recon¬ 
struction  project  provided  for  by  funds  made  available  under  this  section  shall  not 
exceed  50  per  centum  of  the  cost  thereof. 

Sec.  10.  The  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  is  authorized  and  directed  to  assist 
in  carrying  out  the  action  program  of  the  President’s  Highway  Safety  Conference 
and  to  cooperate  with  the  State  highway  departments  and  other  agencies  in  this 
program  to  advance  the  cause  of  safety  on  the  streets  and  highways:  Provided, 
That  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  be  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  of  this 
section. 

Sec.  11.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  delegate  to  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Roads  any  authority  vested  in  him  by  this  Act. 

Sec.  12.  If  any  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision  of  this  Act  or  the  applica¬ 
tion  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  this 
Act  and  the  application  of  such  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision  to  other 
persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

Sec.  13.  That  all  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  inconsistent  with  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  Act  are  hereby  repealed,  and  this  Act  shall  take  effect  on  its  passage. 

Sec.  14.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950”. 
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and  ordered  to  he  printed 


A  BILL 

To  amend  and  supplement  tlie  Federal-Aid  Road  Act,  approved 
July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented, 
to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction 
of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the 

4  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat. 

5  355) ,  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary 

6  thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 

7  sum  of  $500,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

8  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

9  1953. 
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The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be 
available  for  expenditure  as  follows: 

(a)  $225,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  pri¬ 
mary  highway  system. 

(b)  $150,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
secondary  highway  system  as  set  forth  in  paragraph  (b)  of 
section  3  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58 
Stat.  838),  as  amended  or  supplemented  by  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948  (62  Stat.  1105) . 

(c)  $125,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  system  in  urban  areas. 

The  said  sums,  respectively,  for  any  fiscal  year,  shall  be 
apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the  manner  now 
provided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with  the  formulas  set 
forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944 
approved  December  20,  1944:  Provided,  That  the  census 
figures  used  in  making  said  apportionments  shall  he  those 
shown  by  the  latest  available  Federal  census. 

Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  provisions 
of  this  section  and  under  the  provisions  of  section  2  hereof 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in  that  State  for  two  fiscal 
years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums 
are  authorized,  and  any  amount  so  apportioned  remaining 
unexpended  at  the  end  of  such  period  shall  lapse :  Provided, 
That  such  funds  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
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been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the  sums  ap¬ 
portioned  to  the  State  for  such  fiscal  year  is  covered  by 
formal  agreements  with  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads 
for  the  improvement  of  specific  projects  as  provided  by 
this  Act. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  construc¬ 
tion,  reconstruction,  and  improvement,  inclusive  of  necessary 
bridges  and  tunnels,  of  the  National  System  of  Interstate 
Highways,  designated  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  7  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58 
Stat.  838),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
the  additional  sum  of  $70,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  additional  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1953.  The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each 
fiscal  year  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in 
the  ratio  which  the  population  of  each  State  bears  to  the 
total  population  of  all  of  the  States  as  shown  by  the  latest 
available  Federal  census:  Provided ,  That  no  State  shall 
receive  less  than  three-fourths  of  1  per  centum  of  the  sum 
authorized  to  be  apportioned  for  each  year  under  this  sub¬ 
section,  and  the  sum  apportioned  to  each  State  may  be 
utilized  to  pay  the  Federal  pro  rata  share  now  authorized 
by  law  on  account  of  any  project  on  the  National  System 
of  Interstate  Highways,  or  may  be  used  to  increase  the 
Federal  payment  on  account  of  any  such  project  financed 
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with  Federal-aid  primary  or  urban  funds  by  one-half  of 
the  State’s  share  of  the  cost  thereof  over  and  above  the 
regular  Federal  pro  rata  now  authorized  in  such  State. 

(b)  Any  State  that  shall  issue  bonds  and  use  the  pro¬ 
ceeds  of  such  bonds  for  the  construction  of  toll-free  facilities 
in  order  to  accelerate  the  improvement  of  the  National 
System  of  Interstate  Highways  may  apply  any  portion  of 
the  funds  herein,  or  hereafter,  authorized  for  expenditure  on 
said  system  of  highways  and  apportioned  to  such  State  under 
the  provisions  of  this  section  to  aid  in  retirement  of  annual 
maturities  of  the  principal  indebtedness  of  such  bonds  to  the 
extent  that  the  proceeds  of  such  bonds  are  actually  expended 
in  the  construction  of  said  system  of  highways:  Provided, 
That  payment  of  Federal  funds  on  the  principal  indebtedness 
of  such  bonds  shall  be  made  only  on  account  of  any  such 
facility  that  is  constructed  in  accordance  with  plans  and 
specifications  approved  in  advance  of  construction  by  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads :  Provided  further,  That  pay¬ 
ment  of  Federal  funds  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  not 
exceed  the  pro  rata  basis  authorized  by  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section:  And  provided  further,  That  payments  to  any 
State  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be  made  exclusively 
from  apportionments  to  such  State  from  funds  authorized  by 
the  Congress  to  be  apportioned  for  expenditure  on  said  sys¬ 
tem  of  highways  and  this  subsection  shall  not  be  construed 
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as  a  commitment  or  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  United 
States  to  provide  such  funds. 

Sec.  3.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  section  23  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  218), 
as  amended  and  supplemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the  sum  of  $20,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like 
sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953;  and  (2)  for 
forest  development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of  $17,500,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953:  Provided ,  That, 
immediately  upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  the  appropriation 
herein  authorized  for  forest  highways  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1952,  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  for  expenditure  in  the  several  States,  Alaska, 
and  Puerto  Eico,  according  to  the  area  and  value  of  the  land 
owned  by  the  Government  within  the  national  forests  therein 
which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  hereby  directed  to 
determine  and  certify  to  him  from  such  information,  sources, 
and  departments  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  deem 
most  accurate,  and  hereafter,  on  or  before  January  1  next 
preceding  the  commencement  of  each  succeeding  fiscal  year 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  make  like  apportionment 
of  the  appropriation  authorized  for  such  fiscal  year:  Provided 
further,  That  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Eoads  may  incur 
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obligations,  approve  projects,  and  enter  into  contracts  under 
the  apportionment  of  such  authorizations,  and  his  action  in 
so  doing  shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of  the 
Federal  Government  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  thereof: 
Provided  further,  That  the  appropriations  made  pursuant  to 
authorizations  heretofore,  herein,  and  hereafter  enacted  for 
forest  highways  shall  be  considered  available  to  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Public  Roads  for  the  purpose  of  discharging 
the  obligations  created  hereunder  in  any  State  or  Territory: 
Provided  further,  That  the  total  expenditures  on  account  of 
any  State  or  Territory  shall  at  no  time  exceed  its  authorized 
apportionment:  And  'provided  further,  That  appropriations 
for  forest  highways  shall  be  administered  in  conformity  with 
regulations  jointly  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  im¬ 
provement,  and  maintenance  of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive 
of  necessary  bridges,  in  national  parks,  monuments,  and 
other  areas  administered  by  the  National  Park  Service,  in¬ 
cluding  areas  authorized  to  be  established  as  national  parks 
and  monuments,  and  national  park  and  monument  approach 
roads  authorized  by  the  Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Stat. 
1053),  as  amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
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1  June  30,  1953:  Provided,  That  of  the  sum  authorized  by 

2  this  subsection  for  each  fiscal  year  not  more  than  $4,000,000 

3  shall  be  used  for  the  maintenance  of  such  roads  and  trails 

4  and  not  more  than  $1,000,000  shall  be  used  for  the  con- 

5  struction  of  minor  roads  and  trails:  Provided  further ,  That 

6  hereafter  appropriations  for  the  construction,  reconstruction, 

7  and  improvement  of  such  park  and  monument  roads  shall 

8  be  administered  in  conformity  with  regulations  jointly  ap- 

9  proved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary 

10  of  Commerce,  and  projects  for  the  construction,  reconstruc- 

11  tion,  and  improvement  of  such  park  and  monument  roads 

12  shall  be  agreed  upon  jointly  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 

13  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

14  (b)  Tor  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  parkways, 

15  to  give  access  to  national  parks  and  national  monuments, 

16  or  to  become  connecting  sections  of  a  national  parkway 

17  plan,  over  lands  to  which  title  has  been  transferred  to  the 

18  United  States  by  the  States  or  by  private  individuals,  there 

19  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of 

20  $13,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a 

21  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953 :  Provided, 

22  That  of  the  sum  authorized  by  this  subsection  for  each  fiscal 

23  year  not  more  than  $500,000  shall  be  used  for  the  mainte- 

24  nance  of  parkway  roads  and  not  more  than  $400,000  shall 

25  be  used  for  the  construction  of  minor  roads  and  trails  within 
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parkway  boundaries:  Provided  further ,  That  hereafter  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  construction  of  parkways  shall  he 
administered  in  conformity  with  regulations  jointly  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  and  projects  for  parkway  construction  shall  be  agreed 
upon  jointly  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce. 

(c)  For  the  construction,  improvement,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges  and  roads 
and  bridges  to  provide  access  to  Indian  reservations  and 
Indian  lands  under  tbe  provisions  of  the  Act  approved  May 
26,  1928  (45  Stat.  750),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  the  sum  of  $6,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1953 :  Provided,  That  the  location,  type,  and 
design  of  all  roads  and  bridges  constructed  shall  be  approved 
by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Boads  before  any  expenditures  are 
made  thereon,  and  all  such  construction  shall  he  under  the 
general  supervision  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Boads. 

Sec.  5.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838), 
and  the  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1948,  approved  June  29,  1948  (62  Stat.  1105),  not  incon¬ 
sistent  with  this  Act,  shall  remain  in  full  force  and  effect. 

Sec.  6.  That  section  14  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act, 
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approved  November  9,  1921  (42  Stat.  212),  is  hereby- 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  14.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  State  to  maintain 
any  highway  within  its  boundaries  after  construction  under 
the  provisions  of  this  Act.  If  at  any  time  the  Commissioner 
of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Boads  shall  find  that  any  such 
highway  in  any  State  is  not  being  properly  maintained  he 
shall  call  such  fact  to  the  attention  of  the  highway  depart¬ 
ment  of  such  State  and  if  within  ninety  days  after  receipt  of 
such  notice  said  highway  has  not  been  put  in  a  proper 
condition  of  maintenance,  then  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Eoads  shall  withhold  approval  of  further  projects  in  such 
State  until  such  highway  has  been  restored  to  a  proper  con¬ 
dition  of  maintenance:  Provided,  That  in  any  State  wherein 
the  highway  department  is  without  legal  authority  to  main¬ 
tain  a  highway  so  constructed  as  a  secondary  or  an  urban 
road  project  the  highway  department  of  such  State  shall 
enter  into  a  formal  agreement  with  the  appropriate  officials 
of  the  county  or  city  in  which  such  highway  is  located  for 
its  maintenance,  and  if  at  any  time  the  Commissioner  of 
Public  Boads  shall  find  that  such  highway  is  not  being 
properly  maintained  he  shall  call  such  fact  to  the  attention 
of  the  highway  department  of  such  State  and  if  within  ninety 
days  after  receipt  of  such  notice  said  highway  has  not  been 
put  in  proper  condition  of  maintenance  then  the  Commis- 
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sioner  of  Public  Roads  shall  withhold  approval  of  further 
secondary  or  urban  road  projects  in  such  county  or  city 
until  said  highway  shall  have  been  placed  in  a  proper 
condition  of  maintenance.” 

Sec.  7.  That  subsection  (a)  of  section  5  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944 
(58  Stat.  838) ,  is  hereby  amended  by  increasing  the  Federal 
share  payable  on  account  of  the  costs  of  rights-of-way  from 
“one-third”  to  not  exceed  “one-half”  of  such  costs. 

Sec.  8.  Section  3a  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of 
November  9,  1921,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  February 
20,  1931  (46  Stat,  1173),  is  hereby  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“Sec.  3a.  That  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized 
to  cooperate  with  the  State  highway  departments  and  with 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  the  construction  of  public 
highways  within  Indian  reservations  and  national  parks  and 
monuments  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  and  to  pay  the  amount  assumed  therefor  from  the 
funds  allotted  or  apportioned  under  this  Act  to  the  State 
wherein  the  reservations  and  national  parks  and  monuments 
are  located.” 

Sec.  9.  Not  to  exceed  $10,000,000  of  any  money  here¬ 
tofore  or  hereafter  appropriated  for  expenditure  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  as 
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1  amended  and  supplemented,  shall  be  available  for  expenditure 

2  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads,  in  accordance  with 

3  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  as  amended  and 

4  supplemented,  as  an  emergency  relief  fund,  after  receipt  of 

5  an  application  therefor  from  the  highway  department  of  any 

6  State,  in  the  repair  or  reconstruction  of  highways  and  bridges 

7  on  the  primary  or  secondary  Federal-aid  highway  systems 

8  which  he  shall  find  have  suffered  serious  damage  as  the 

9  result  of  disaster  over  a  wide  area,  such  as  by  floods,  hurri- 
Rf  canes,  tidal  waves,  earthquakes,  severe  storms,  landslides, 
14  or  other  catastrophes  in  any  part  of  the  United  States,  and 
12  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  any  sum  or 
18  sums  necessary  to  reimburse  the  funds  so  expended  from 

14  time  to  time  under  the  authority  of  this  section:  Provided , 

15  That  no  expenditures  shall  be  made  with  respect  to  any 

16  such  catastrophe  in  any  State  unless  an  emergency  has  been 

17  declared  by  the  Governor  of  such  State  and  concurred  in 

18  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads:  Provided  further, 

19  That  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  repair 

20  or  reconstruction  project  provided  for  by  funds  made  avail- 

21  able  under  this  section  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of 

22  the  cost  thereof. 

23  Sec.  10.  The  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  is  author- 

24  ized  and  directed  to  assist  in  carrying  out  the  action  program 

25  of  the  President’s  Highway  Safety  Conference  and  to  co- 
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operate  with  the  State  highway  departments  and  other 
agencies  in  this  program  to  advance  the  cause  of  safety  on 
the  streets  and  highways:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 
$75,000  shall  be  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  of  this 
section. 

Sec.  11.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  delegate  to  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Eoads  any  authority  vested  in  him 
by  this  Act. 

Sec.  12.  If  any  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision 
of  this  Act  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  cir¬ 
cumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  this  Act  and  the 
application  of  such  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision  to 
other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  he  affected  thereby. 

Sec.  13.  That  all  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  in¬ 
consistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  hereby  repealed, 
and  this  Act  shall  take  effect  on  its  passage. 

Sec.  14.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal- Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1950”. 
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81st  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


S.  3424 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Aprix,  14  (legislative  day,  March  29),  1950 

Mr.  Chavez  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 


A  BILL 

To  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved 
July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tines  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the 

4  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat. 

5  355),  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary 

6  thereto,  and  for  continuing  the  construction  and  reconstruc- 

7  tion  of  highways  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 

8  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  approved  December  20, 

9  1944  (58  Stat.  838) ,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro- 
10  priated  the  sum  of  $550,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
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June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1953. 

The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shah  be 
available  for  expenditure  as  follows: 

Forty-five  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
highway  system. 

Thirty  per  centum  for  projects  as  set  forth  in  paragraph 
(b)  of  section  3  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944 
(58  Stat.  838) . 

Twenty-five  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
highway  svstem  in  urban  areas. 

The  said  sums,  respectively,  for  any  fiscal  year,  shah  be 
apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the  maimer  now 
provided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with  the  formulas  set 
forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944 
approved  December  20,  1944:  Provided,  That  not  more 
than  25  per  centum  of  the  amount  apportioned  to  any  State 
in  any  year  for  expenditure  on  the  F ederal-aid  primary  high¬ 
way  system  or  on  the  F ederal-aid  secondary  highway  system, 
respectively,  may  be  transferred  from  the  Federal-aid  primary 
highway  system  for  expenditure  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary 
highway  system  or  from  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway 
system  for  expenditure  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  highway 
system  when  such  transfer  is  requested  and  certified  as  being 
in  the  public  interest  by  the  State  highway  department  and 
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is  approved  b}T  tbe  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads:  Provided 
further,  That  such  funds  for  any  fiscal  year,  including  any 
funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  under  this  Act,  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total 
of  the  sums  apportioned  to  the  State  for  such  fiscal  year  is 
covered  by  formal  agreements  with  the  Commissioner  of 
Public  Roads  for  the  improvement  of  specific  projects  as 
provided  by  this  Act. 

Sec.  2.  Por  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  section  23  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  218), 
as  amended  and  supplemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the  sum  of  $25,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a 
like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953;  and  (2) 
for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of  $20,000,- 
000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953 :  Provided,  That 
immediately  upon  the  passage  of  this  Act  the  appropriation 
herein  authorized  for  forest  highways  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1952,  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  for  expenditure  in  the  several  States,  Alaska, 
and  Puerto  Rico,  according  to  the  area  and  value  of  the  land 
owned  by  the  Government  within  the  national  forests  therein 
which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  hereby  directed  to 
determine  and  certify  to  him  from  such  information,  sources, 


1 

o 

LJ 

3 

4 

5 

G 

i 

K 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


4 


and  departments  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  deem 
most  accurate,  and  hereafter,  on  or  before  January  1  next 
preceding  the  commencement  of  each  succeeding  fiscal  }7ear 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  make  like  apportionment  of 
the  appropriation  authorized  for  such  fiscal  year:  Provided 
further,  That  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  may  incur 
obligations,  approve  projects,  and  enter  into  contracts  under 
the  apportionment  of  such  authorizations,  and  his  action  in 
so  doing  shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of  the 
Federal  Government  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  thereof: 
Provided  further,  That  the  appropriations  made  pursuant 
to  authorizations  heretofore,  herein,  and  hereafter  enacted 
for  forest  highways  shall  be  considered  available  to  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  for  the  purpose  of  discharg¬ 
ing  the  obligations  created  hereunder  in  any  State  or  Terri¬ 
tory:  Provided  further,  That  the  total  expenditures  on 
account  of  any  State  or  Territory  shall  at  no  time  exceed  its 
authorized  apportionment:  And  provided  further,  That 
appropriations  for  forest  highways  shall  be  administered  in 
conformity  with  regulations  jointly  approved  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Sec.  3.  (a)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  im¬ 
provement,  and  maintenance  of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive 
of  necessary  bridges,  in  national  parks,  monuments,  and 
other  areas  administered  by  the  National  Park  Sendee, 
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including  areas  authorized  to  be  established  as  national  parks 
and  monuments,  and  national  park  and  monument  approach 
roads  authorized  by  the  Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Stat. 
1053) ,  as  amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  the  sum  of  $15,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1953. 

(b)  For  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  park¬ 
ways,  to  give  access  to  national  parks  and  national  monu¬ 
ments,  or  to  become  connecting  sections  of  a  national 
parkway  plan,  over  lands  to  which  title  has  been  transferred 
to  the  United  States  by  the  States  or  by  private  individuals, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of 
$15,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and 
a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953. 

(c)  For  the  construction,  improvement,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges  and  roads  and 
bridges  to  provide  access  to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian 
lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  approved  May  26.  1928 
(45  Stat.  750) ,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1953 :  Provided,  That  the  location,  type,  and 
design  of  all  roads  and  bridges  constructed  shall  be  approved 
by  the  Public  Iloads  Administration  before  any  expenditures 
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are  made  thereon,  and  all  such  construction  shall  be  under 
the  general  supervision  of  the  Public  Roads  Administration. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  construc¬ 
tion,  reconstruction,  and  improvement,  inclusive  of  neces¬ 
sary  bridges  and  tunnels,  of  the  National  System  of  Inter¬ 
state  Highways,  designated  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  section  7  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58 
Stab  838),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
the  sum  of  $100,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1953.  The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year 
shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the  manner 
now  provided  by  law. 

(b)  The  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any 
project  provided  by  the  funds  made  available  under  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  of  this  section  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of 
the  construction  cost  thereof  including  the  costs  of  rights- 
of-wav:  Provided,  That  in  the  case  of  any  State  containing 
unappropriated  and  unreserved  public  lands  and  nontaxable 
Indian  lands,  individual  and  tribal,  exceeding  5  per  centum 
of  the  total  area  of  all  lands  therein  the  Federal  share  shall 
be  increased  by  a  percentage  of  the  remaining  cost  equal 
to  the  percentage  that  the  area  of  all  such  lands  in  such 
State  is  of  its  total  area. 

(c)  An}^  State  that  shall  issue  bonds  and  use  the  pro- 
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ceeds  of  such  bonds  for  the  construction  of  toll-free  facilities  in 
order  to  accelerate  the  improvement  of  the  National  S}^stem 
of  Interstate  Highways  may  apply  any  portion  of  the  funds 
herein,  or  hereafter,  authorized  for  expenditure  on  said 
system  of  highways  and  apportioned  to  such  State  under 
the  provisions  of  this  section  to  aid  in  retirement  of  annual 
maturities  of  the  principal  indebtedness  of  such  bonds  to  the 
extent  that  the  proceeds  of  such  bonds  are  actually  expended 
in  the  construction  of  said  system  of  highways:  Provided, 
That  payment  of  Federal  funds  on  the  principal  indebtedness 
of  such  bonds  shall  be  made  only  on  account  of  any  such 
facility  that  is  constructed  in  accordance  with  plans  and 
specifications  approved  in  advance  of  construction  by  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads:  Provided  further,  That  pay¬ 
ment  of  Federal  funds  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  not 
exceed  the  pro  rata  basis  authorized  by  subsection  (b)  of 
this  section:  And  'provided  further,  That  the  obligation  of 
the  United  States  to  any  State  pursuant  to  this  subsection 
shall  be  limited  to  apportionments  to  such  State  from  funds 
authorized  by  the  Congress  to  be  apportioned  for  expenditure 
on  said  system  of  highways. 

Sec.  5.  That  section  14  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act, 
approved  November  9,  1921  (42  Slat.  212),  is  hereby 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  14.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  State  to  maintain 
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any  highway  within  its  boundaries  after  construction  under 
the  provisions  of  this  Act.  If  at  any  time  the  Commissioner 
of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Boads  shall  find  that  any  such 
highway  in  any  State  is  not  being  properly  maintained  he 
shall  call  such  fact  to  the  attention  of  the  highway  depart¬ 
ment  of  such  State  and  if  within  ninety  days  after  receipt 
of  such  notice  said  highway  has  not  been  put  in  a  proper 
condition  of  maintenance,  then  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Boads  shall  withhold  approval  of  further  projects  in  such 
State  until  such  highway  has  been  restored  to  a  proper 
condition  of  maintenance:  Provided,  That  in  any  State 
wherein  the  highway  department  is  without  legal  authority 
to  maintain  a  highway  so  constructed  as  a  secondary  or  an 
urban  road  project  the  highway  department  of  such  State 
shall  enter  into  a  formal  agreement  with  the  appropriate 
officials  of  the  county  or  city  in  which  such  highway  is 
located  for  its  maintenance,  and  if  at  any  time  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Public  Boads  shall  find  that  such  highway  is 
not  being  properly  maintained  he  shall  call  such  fact  to 
the  attention  of  the  highway  department  of  such  State  and 
if  within  ninety  days  after  receipt  of  such  notice  said  high¬ 
way  has  not  been  put  in  proper  condition  of  maintenance 
then  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Boads  shall  withhold 
approval  of  further  secondary  or  urban  road  projects  in 
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1  such  county  or  city  until  said  highway  shall  have  been  placed 

2  in  a  proper  condition  of  maintenance.” 

3  Sec.  6.  That  subsection  (a)  of  section  5  of  the  Federal- 

4  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944 

5  (58  Stat.  838),  is  hereby  amended  by  increasing  the  Fed- 

6  eral  share  payable  on  account  of  the  costs  of  rights-of-way 

7  from  “one-third”  to  not  exceed  “one-half”  of  such  costs. 

8  Sec.  7.  That  not  to  exceed  $10,000,000  of  any  money 

9  heretofore  or  hereafter  appropriated  for  expenditure  in  ac- 
19  cordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act, 

11  as  amended  and  supplemented,  shall  be  available  for  ex- 

12  penditure  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads,  in  accord- 

13  ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  as 

14  amended  and  supplemented,  as  an  emergency  relief  fund, 

15  after  receipt  of  an  application  therefor  from  the  highway 

16  department  of  any  State,  in  the  repair  or  reconstruction  of 

17  highways  and  bridges  on  the  primary  or  secondary  Federal- 

18  aid  highway  systems,  or  on  other  important  highways  and 

19  bridges  without  any  limitation  to  sj^stem,  which  he  shall 

20  find  have  suffered  serious  damage  as  the  result  of  disaster 

21  over  a  wide  area,  such  as  by  floods,  hurricanes,  tidal  waves, 

22  earthquakes,  severe  storms,  landslides,  or  other  catastrophes 

23  in  any  part  of  the  United  States,  and  there  is  hereby  author- 

S.  3424 - 2 
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1  ized  to  be  appropriated  any  sum  or  sums  necessary  to  reim- 

2  burse  the  funds  so  expended  from  time  to  time  under  the 

3  authority  of  this  section:  Provided,  That  no  expenditures 

4  shall  be  made  with  respect  to  an}^  such  catastrophe  in  any 

5  State  unless  an  emergency  has  been  declared  by  the  Gov- 

6  ernor  of  such  State  and  concurred  in  by  the  Commissioner 
1  of  Public  Roads:  Provided  further,  That  the  Federal  share 

8  payable  on  account  of  any  repair  or  reconstruction  project 

9  provided  for  by  funds  made  available  under  this  section  shall 

10  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the  cost  thereof. 

11  Sec.  8.  (a)  Section  1  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act 
1^  to  provide  for  cooperation  with  Central  American  Republics 

12  in  the  construction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway”,  ap- 
14  proved  December  26,  1941  (55  Stat.  860),  is  hereb}^ 
lb  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

lb  “(b)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated, 

11  in  addition  to  the  sums  heretofore  authorized,  the  sum  of 

12  $8,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1951,  and 
19  a  like  sum  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter  up  to  and  in- 
2b  eluding  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  to  be  avail- 

21  able  until  expended,  to  enable  the  United  States  to  cooperate 

22  with  the  Governments  of  the  American  Republics  situated 
22  in  Central  America — that  is,  with  the  Governments  of  the 
21  Republics  of  Costa  Rica,  El  Salvador,  Guatemala,  Hon- 
2b  duras,  Nicaragua,  and  Panama — in  the  survey  and  con- 
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struction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway  within  the  borders 
of  the  aforesaid  Republics,  respectively.  Not  to  exceed 
$3,000,000  of  the  appropriation  hereinabove  authorized  for 
each  fiscal  year  may  be  expended  without  requiring  the 
country  or  countries  in  which  such  sums  may  be  expended 
to  match  any  part  thereof,  if  the  Secretary  of  State  shall 
find  that  the  cost  of  constructing  said  highway  in  such 
country  or  countries  will  be  beyond  their  reasonable  capacity 
to  bear.  The  remainder  of  such  authorized  appropriations 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  only  when  matched  to 
the  extent  required  by  this  Act  by  the  country  in  which  such 
expenditure  may  be  made.  Expenditures  from  the  sums 
available  on  a  matching  basis  shall  not  be  made  for  the 
survey  and  construction  of  any  portion  of  said  highway 
within  the  borders  of  any  country  named  herein  unless  such 
country  shall  provide  and  make  available  for  expenditure 
in  conjunction  therewith  a  sum  equal  to  at  least  one-third 
of  the  expenditures  that  may  be  incurred  by  that  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  United  States  on  such  portion  of  the  highway. 
All  expenditures  by  the  United  States  under  the  provisions 
of  this  Act  for  material,  equipment,  and  supplies  shall, 
whenever  practicable,  be  made  for  products  of  the  United 
States  or  of  the  country  in  which  such  survey  or  construction 
work  is  being  carried  on.  No  part  of  the  appropriations 
herein  authorized  shall  be  available  for  obligation  or~ 
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expenditure  for  work  on  said  highway  in  any  cooperating 
country  unless  the  Government  of  said  country  shall  have 
assented  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act;  shall  have  furnished 
satisfactory  assurances  that  it  has  an  organization  adequately 
qualified  to  administer  the  functions  required  of  such  country 
under  the  provisions  hereof;  and  then  only  as  such  country 
may  submit  requests,  from  time  to  time,  for  the  construction 
of  any  portion  of  the  highway  to  standards  adequate  to 
meet  present  and  future  traffic  needs:  Provided ,  That  no 
part  of  said  appropriations  shah  he  available  for  obligation 
or  expenditure  in  any  such  country  until  the  Government 
of  that  country  shall  have  entered  into  an  agreement  with 
the  United  States  which  shah  provide,  in  part,  that  said 
country — 

“  ( 1 )  will  provide,  without  participation  of  funds 
herein  authorized,  ah  necessary  right-of-way  for  the 
construction  of  said  highway,  which  right-of-way  shah 
be  of  a  minimum  width  of  one  hundred  meters  in  rural 
areas  and  fifty  meters  in  municipalities  and  shah  for¬ 
ever  be  held  inviolate  as  a  part  of  the  highway  for 
public  use; 

“(2)  will  not  impose  any  highway  toh,  or  permit 
any  such  toh  to  be  charged,  for  use  by  vehicles  or 
persons  of  any  portion  of  said  highway  constructed 
under  the  provisions  of  this  Act; 
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“  ( 3 )  will  not  levy  or  assess,  directly  or  indirectly, 
any  fee,  tax,  or  other  charge  for  the  use  of  said  high¬ 
way  by  vehicles  or  persons  from  the  United  States  that 
does  not  apply  equally  to  vehicles  or  persons  of  such 
country ; 

“(4)  will  continue  to  grant  reciprocal  recognition 
of  vehicle  registration  and  drivers’  licenses  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Convention  for  the 
Regulation  of  Inter-American  Automotive  Traffic, 
which  was  opened  for  signature  at  the  Pan  American 
Union  in  Washington  on  December  15,  1943,  and  to 
which  such  coimtry  and  the  United  States  are  parties; 
and 

“  (5)  will  provide  for  the  maintenance  of  said  high¬ 
way  after  its  completion  in  condition  adequately  to 
serve  the  needs  of  present  and  future  traffic.” 

Sec.  9.  Recognizing  the  mutual  benefits  that  will  accrue 
to  the  Republic  or  Nicaragua  and  to  the  United  States  from 
the  completion  of  the  road  from  San  Benito  to  Rama  in  said 
Republic  of  Nicaragua,  the  construction  of  which  road  was 
begun  and  partially  completed  pursuant  to  an  agreement 
between  said  Republic  and  the  United  States,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  not  to  exceed  $8,000,000  for 
completing  the  construction  of  such  road.  No  expenditure 
S.  3424 - 3 
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shall  be  made  hereunder  for  the  construction  of  said  road 
until  a  request  therefor  shall  have  been  received  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  from  the  Government  of  the  Republic  of  Nica¬ 
ragua.  nor  until  an  agreement  shall  have  been  entered  into 
by  said  Republic  with  the  Secretary  of  State  which  shall 
provide,  in  part,  that  said  Republic — 

(1)  will  provide,  without  participation  of  funds 
herein  authorized,  all  necessary  right-of-way  for  the 
construction  of  said  highway,  which  right-of-way  shall 
he  of  a  minimum  width  of  one  hundred  meters  in  rural 
areas  and  fifty  meters  in  municipalities  and  shall  forever 
be  held  inviolate  as  a  part  of  the  highway  for  public 
use; 

(2)  will  not  impose  any  highway  toll,  or  permit 
any  such  toll  to  be  charged,  for  the  use  of  said  highway 
by  vehicles  or  persons; 

(3)  will  not  levy  or  assess,  directly  or  indirectly, 
any  fee,  tax,  or  other  charge  for  the  use  of  said  road  by 
vehicles  or  persons  from  the  United  States  that  does  not 
apply  equally  to  vehicles  or  persons  of  such  Republic; 

(4)  will  continue  to  grant  reciprocal  recognition  of 
vehicle  registration  and  drivers’  licenses  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Convention  for  the  Regulation 
of  Inter-American  Automotive  Traffic,  which  was 
opened  for  signature  at  the  Pan  American  Union  in 
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1  Washington  on  December  14,  1943,  and  to  which  such 

2  Republic  and  the  United  States  are  parties;  and 

3  (5)  will  maintain  said  road  after  its  completion 

4  in  proper  condition  adequately  to  serve  the  needs  of 

5  present  and  future  traffic. 

6  (b)  The  funds  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  authoriza- 

7  tion  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in  accordance  with 

8  the  terms  of  this  Act  for  the  survey  and  construction  of  the 

9  said  road  from  San  Benito  to  Rama  in  the  Republic  of 

10  Nicaragua  without  being  matched  by  said  Republic,  and 

11  all  expenditures  made  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  for 

12  materials,  equipment,  and  supplies,  shall,  whenever  prac- 

13  ticable,  be  made  for  products  of  the  United  States  or  of 

14  the  Republic  of  Nicaragua. 

15  Sec.  10.  (a)  The  Territory  of  Alaska  shall  be  entitled 

16  to  share  in  authorized  or  appropriated  funds  that  may  be- 

17  come  available  after  approval  of  this  Act  for  appointment 

18  under  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  provide  that  the  United 

19  States  shall  aid  the  States  in  the  construction  of  rural  post 

20  roads,  and  for  other  purposes”,  approved  July  11,  1916 

21  (39  Stat.  355),  and  Acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supple- 

22  mentary  thereto,  upon  the  same  terms  and  conditions  as  the 

23  several  States  and  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico,  and  such  Terri- 

24  tory  shall  be  included  in  the  calculations  to  determine  the 

25  basis  of  apportionment  of  such  funds,  except  that  one-half 
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only  of  the  area  of  Alaska  shall  be  used  in  the  calculations  to 
determine  the  area  factor  in  the  apportionment  of  such  funds, 
and  except  that  if  the  amount  that  would  be  apportioned 
to  the  Territory  of  Alaska  in  accordance  with  the  above  out 
of  the  appropriation  authorized  for  any  fiscal  year  is  less 
than  $7,500,000,  there  shall  he  apportioned  to  said  Terri¬ 
tory  for  such  fiscal  year  the  sum  of  $7,500,000:  Provided , 
That  the  Territory  of  Alaska  shall  contribute  funds  each 
fiscal  year  in  an  amount  that  shall  be  not  less  than  10  per 
centum  of  the  Federal  funds  apportioned  to  it  for  such  fiscal 
year,  or  not  less  than  $1,000,000  whichever  shall  be  greater, 
such  contribution  to  be  deposited  in  a  special  account  in  the 
Federal  Treasury  for  use  in  conjunction  with  the  Federal 
funds  apportioned  to  the  Territory:  Provided  further,  That 
appropriations  based  upon  deposits  in  the  Treasury  to  the 
credit  of  the  Alaska  fund  and  allotted  to  the  construction  and 
maintenance  of  wagon  roads,  bridges,  and  trails  in  the  Terri¬ 
tory  of  Alaska  shall  he  credited  as  a  part  of  the  Territorial 
contribution.  The  system  or  systems  of  roads  on  which 
Federal-aid  apportionments  to  the  Territory  of  Alaska  are 
to  be  expended  shall  be  determined  and  agreed  upon  by  the 
Governor  of  Alaska,  the  Territorial  Highway  Engineer  of 
Alaska,  and  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads,  without 
regard  to  the  limitations  contained  in  section  6  of  the  Federal 
Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  212),  as  amended  and  supple- 
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mented,  and  may  include  appropriate  connections  at  tlie 
international  boundary  line  with  roads  in  the  Dominion  of 
Canada,  and  may  also  include  extensions  within  the  Do¬ 
minion  of  Canada  where  deemed  necessary  to  provide  a 
connection  with  any  existing  road  or  roads  in  the  Dominion 
of  Canada  that  will  constitute  a  desirable  international  route 
for  highway  travel  between  Alaska  and  points  in  Canada 
and  the  United  States  and  where  an  agreement,  which  is 
hereby  authorized,  is  entered  into  by  the  Governments  of 
the  Dominion  of  Canada  and  the  United  States  providing 
for  such  extensions.  The  Federal  funds  apportioned  to  the 
Territory  of  Alaska  and  the  funds  contributed  by  said  Terri¬ 
tory  in  accordance  herewith  may  be  expended  by  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Boads  either  directly  or  in  coopera¬ 
tion  with  the  Territorial  Board  of  Boad  Commissioners  of 
Alaska,  and  may  he  so  expended  separately  or  in  combina¬ 
tion  and  without  regard  to  the  matching  provisions  of  the 
Federal  Highway  Act;  and  both  such  funds  may  be  expended 
for  the  maintenance  of  roads  within  the  system  or  systems 
of  roads  agreed  upon  under  the  same  terms  and  conditions 
as  for  the  construction  of  such  roads. 

(b)  Effective  July  1,  1950,  the  functions,  duties,  and 
authority  pertaining  to  the  construction,  repair,  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  roads,  tramways,  femes,  bridges,  trails,  and  other 
works  in  Alaska,  conferred  upon  the  Department  of  the 
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Interior  and  heretofore  administered  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  under  the  Act  of  June  30,  1932  (47  Stat.  446; 
48  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  321a  and  the  following) ,  are  hereby  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Boads,  and  thereafter  shall  he 
administered  bv  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Eoads,  or  under 
his  direction,  by  such  officer,  or  officers,  as  may  he  desig¬ 
nated  by  him. 

(c)  There  are  hereby  transferred  to  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Boads,  to  be  employed  and  expended  in  connection 
with  the  functions,  duties,  and  authority  transferred  to  said 
Bureau  by  paragraph  (a)  hereof,  all  personnel  employed  in 
connection  with  any  such  functions,  duties,  or  authority,  and 
the  unexpended  balances  of  appropriations,  allocations,  or 
other  funds  now  available,  or  that  hereafter  may  he  made 
available,  for  use  in  connection  with  such  functions,  duties, 
or  authority;  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior  is  directed 
to  turn  over  to  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Boads  all  equip¬ 
ment,  materials,  supplies,  papers,  maps,  and  documents,  or 
other  property  (real  or  personal,  and  including  office  equip¬ 
ment  and  records)  used  or  held  in  connection  with  such 
functions,  duties,  and  authority. 

(d)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  shall  take  such  steps  as  may  be  necessary  or 
appropriate  to  effect,  as  of  July  1,  1950,  the  transfer  from 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Boads 
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of  the  functions,  duties,  and  authority,  and  the  fluids  and 
property  as  herein  provided  for. 

(e)  The  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  shall  have 
power,  by  order  or  regulation,  to  distribute  the  duties  and 
authority  hereby  transferred,  and  appropriations  pertaining 
thereto,  as  he  may  deem  proper  to  accomplish  the  economical 
and  effective  organization  and  administration  thereof. 

Sec.  11.  (a)  The  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads,  with 
the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  is  authorized 
to  provide  (1)  for  the  construction,  maintenance,  and  im¬ 
provement  of  access  roads  (including  bridges,  tubes,  and 
tunnels  thereon)  to  military  and  naval  reservations,  to  de¬ 
fense  industries  and  defense-industry  sites,  and  to  the  sources 
of  raw  materials  when  such  roads  are  certified  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  as  important  to  the  national  defense  by 
the  Secretary  for  Air,  Secretary  of  the  Army,  or  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Navy,  (2)  for  the  replacing  of  existing  highways 
and  highway  connections  that  are  shut  off  from  general 
public  use  by  necessary  closures  or  restrictions  at  military 
and  naval  reservations  and  defense-industry  sites,  and  (3) 
for  such  improvement  and  construction,  within  areas  certified 
to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
or  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  or  by  their  authorized  repre¬ 
sentatives,  as  may  be  necessary  to  keep  the  roads  therein, 
which  have  been  or  may  be  used  for  training  of  the  armed 
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1  forces,  in  suitable  condition  for  such  training  purposes  and 

2  to  repair  the  damage  caused  thereto  by  the  operations  of 

3  men  and  equipment  in  such  training.  The  acquisition  of 

4  new  or  additional  rights-of-way  necessary  for  the  projects 

5  herein  authorized  may  be  included  as  part  of  the  construc- 

6  tion  costs  of  such  projects.  The  cost  of  construction  or 

7  maintenance  work  performed  on  projects  undertaken  pur- 

8  suant  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  may  be  paid  in  whole 

9  or  in  part  with  Federal  funds  authorized  for  carrying  out  its 

10  provisions,  except  that  where  such  construction  work  is  on 

11  the  Federal-aid  primary  system  or  on  the  Federal-aid  sec- 

12  ondary  system  not  more  than  25  per  centum  of  the  cost  of 

13  the  work  performed  shall  be  paid  from  funds  authorized 

14  by  this  Act  and  25  per  centum  shall  be  paid  from  funds 

15  provided  by  the  State  or  its  subdivisions  and  the  remainder 

16  may  be  paid  from  Federal-aid  funds  apportioned  to  the  State 

17  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act, 

18  as  amended  and  supplemented.  The  Commissioner  with 

19  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  to 

20  enter  into  contracts  in  amounts  not  exceeding  the  total  of 

21  the  sums  authorized  to  be  appropriated  in  section  2  of  this 

22  Act. 

23  (b)  If  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Eoads  shall  deter- 

24  mine  that  it  is  necessary  for  the  expeditious  completion  of 

25  projects  undertaken  pursuant  to  this  Act,  he  may  advance 
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to  any  State  from  funds  herein  made  available  the  Federal 
share  of  the  cost  thereof  to  enable  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  to  make  prompt  payments  for  work  as  it  progresses. 
The  funds  so  advanced  shall  be  deposited  in  a  special  trust 
account  by  the  State  treasurer,  or  other  State  official  author¬ 
ized  under  the  laws  of  the  State  to  receive  Federal-aid 
highway  funds,  to  be  disbursed  solely  upon  vouchers  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  State  highway  department  for  work  actually 
performed  in  accordance  with  plans,  specifications,  and 
estimates  approved  by  the  Public  Roads  Administration 
under  the  provisions  of  this  Act.  Any  unexpended  balances 
of  funds  so  advanced  shall  be  returned  to  the  credit  of  the 
appropriation  from  which  the  funds  have  been  advanced. 

(c)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  appropriated  the 
sum  of  $50,000,000,  to  remain  available  until  expended  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

Sec.  12.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  the  sum  of 
$150,000,000  to  be  used  in  the  administration  of  and  the 
carrying  out  of  a  construction  program  on  “county”  roads 
under  the  supervision  of  and  with  the  approval  of  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads.  The  term  “county”  roads  as  used  in  this 
section  shall  include  parish  roads  or  any  other  road  used 
as  a  rural  local  road  which  is  not  presently  on  the  secondary 
road  system  in  a  State. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  make  available 
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1  for  allocation  among  tlie  States  the  sum  of  $148,000,000, 

2  to  be  used  during  the  two  fiscal  years  beginning  July  1, 

3  1950,  for  the  purposes  of  construction  and  the  Secretary 

4  of  Commerce  may  use  such  portion  of  $2,000,000  as  is 

5  necessary  for  administering  the  program  of  this  section 

6  through  the  Commissioner  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Eoads. 

7  (c)  The  $148,000,000  shall  he  allocated  to  the  States, 

8  and  in  turn  to  the  counties  or  parishes  of  each  State,  on  the 

9  same  formula  presently  employed  for  distribution  of  second- 

10  ary  road  moneys  to  the  States,  and  the  Commissioner  of  the 

11  Bureau  of  Public  Boads  shall  advise  the  highway  com- 

12  mission  of  each  State  of  the  allocation  by  States  and  counties 

13  or  parishes  six  months  before  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal 

14  year:  Provided ,  That  if  any  county  or  parish  is  unable  to 

15  participate,  the  funds  apportioned  to  that  county  or  parish 

16  under  (c)  shall  be  distributed  evenly  to  the  remaining 

17  participating  counties  with  the  approval  of  the  State  high- 

18  way  department  of  the  State  and  the  Commissioner  of  the 

19  Bureau  of  Public  Boads. 

20  (d)  ~No  coimty  or  parish  shall  be  eligible  for  participa- 

21  tion  in  the  benefits  of  this  section  unless  it  has  in  its  employ 

22  a  county  engineer:  Provided ,  That  two  or  more  counties 

23  may  join  cooperatively  in  employing  a  county  engineer  who 

24  spall  devote  the  major  part  of  his  activities  to  road  activities: 
2o  Provided  further,  That  the  engineer  so  employed  shall  be 
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a  competent  road  construction  and  maintenance  engineer  or 
technician:  And  'provided  further,  That  not  more  than  five 
counties  may  join  in  the  hiring  of  an  engineer  for  partici¬ 
pation  in  the  benefits  of  this  section. 

(e)  In  the  construction  of  roads  under  this  section, 
the  Federal  Government  through  the  Commission  of  Public 
Roads  shall  hear  40  per  centum  of  the  cost;  the  State 
shall  bear  25  per  centum  of  the  cost,  and  the  county  or 
parish  shall  bear  35  per  centum  of  the  cost:  Provided,  That 
the  cost  to  the  Federal  Government  shall  not  exceed  $4,000 
per  mile. 

(f)  The  State  highway  commissions  or  State  highway 
engineer  of  the  States  shall  in  cooperation  with  the  engineers 
of  the  counties  or  parishes  and  the  elected  governing  officials 
of  the  counties  or  parishes  determine  reasonable  and  prac¬ 
tical  standards  of  construction  which  will  provide  for  im¬ 
proved  rural  roads  and  of  economical  construction.  Such 
standards  shall  be  filed  with  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
by  counties  or  parishes  not  less  than  six  months  before 
the  start  of  any  fiscal  year. 

(g)  The  counties  or  parishes  of  the  States  shall  enter 
into  formal  agreement  with  the  State  highway  departments 
that  the  county  or  parish  will  maintain  at  its  own  cost 
any  roads  built  under  terms  of  this  section  unless  the  State 
elects  to  maintain  said  road.  If  the  county  or  parish  fails 
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to  maintain  a  road  built  under  this  section,  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  shall  withhold  further  allocations  to  that 
county  or  parish  until  the  agreement  is  fulfilled  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  State  highway  department  and  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads. 

(h)  Contracts  for  the  construction  of  roads  under  this 
section  shall  be  by  open,  competitive,  and  advertised  public 
bids,  and  shall  be  awarded  to  the  low  and  qualified  bidder 
by  the  State  upon  the  approval  of  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads. 

Sec.  13.  (a)  When  in  the  proposed  relocation . or  re- 
alinement  of  any  road  or  highway  in  which  Federal  funds 
for  construction  will  be  used,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  to  examine  fully  the  economic 
effect  upon  the  city,  town,  or  village  which  will  be  by¬ 
passed  by  such  realinement  or  relocation,  and  give  due 
consideration  to  such  effect  in  the  proposed  realinement 
or  relocation  before  approving  the  State’s  proposal. 

(b)  The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  shall  in  cooperation 
with  the  State  give  advance  notice  of  not  less  than  four  weeks 
to  the  city,  town,  or  village  by  posting  in  the  public  places 
such  notice  of  intent  to  consider  a  realinement  or  relocation 
and  give  in  detail  such  proposed  routing  by  maps  or  other 
means  which  shall  show  clearly  what  is  proposed.  The 
notices  shall  give  a  date  in  the  city,  town,  or  village  and 
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location  where  a  public  hearing,  to  which  any  citizen  may 
attend  and  testify,  shall  be  held  by  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Boads,  and  such  record  of  hearing  shall  be  made  available 
to  the  city,  town,  or  village  and  another  copy  shall  be 
retained  in  the  office  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Boads  in  Washington,  District  of  Columbia. 

(c)  The  procedures  required  in  (b)  of  this  section  shall 
not  be  required,  but  may  be  held,  where  the  proposed  re- 
alinement  or  relocation  remains  within  the  municipal  or 
town  limits. 

(d)  The  property  owners,  citizens,  or  interested  mu¬ 
nicipal  or  town  or  county  officials,  shall  first  be  offered  op¬ 
portunity  to  provide  the  necessary  right-of-way  on  the  exist¬ 
ing  route  before  any  realinement  or  relocation  is  made,  and 
if  sufficient  right-of-way  is  made  available  and  there  are  not 
other  factors  of  major  importance  then  no  realinement  or 
relocation  shall  be  made. 

(e)  The  proposed  realinement  or  relocation  must  have 
the  approval  of  the  Governor  of  each  State. 

Sec.  14.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  delegate  to  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Boads  any  authority  vested  in  him 
by  this  Act. 


Sec.  15.  If  any  section,  subsection,  or  other  provisions 
of  this  Act  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  cir¬ 
cumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  this  Act  and  the 
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1  application  of  such  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision  to 

2  other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

3  Sec.  16.  That  all  acts  or  parts  of  acts  in  any  way  in- 

4  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  hereby  re- 

5  pealed,  and  this  Act  shall  take  effect  on  its  passage. 

6  Sec.  17.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal- Aid 

7  Highway  Act  of  1950”. 
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SIst  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

2d  Session  f 


Report 
No.  1964 


CONSIDERATION  OF  H.  R.  7941 


April  28,  1950. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Sabath,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  565] 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  565,  reports  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  resolution  do  pass. 


. 


81st  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


House  Calendar  No.  193 

H.  RES.  565 

[Report  No.  1964] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

April  28, 1950 

Mr.  Sabath,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following  resolution ; 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  immediately  upon  the  adoption  of  this 

2  resolution  it  shall  lie  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve 

3  itself  into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 

4  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941 ) 

5  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act,  ap- 

6  proved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355) ,  as  amended  and  sup- 

7  plemented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 

8  construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  all 

9  points  of  order  against  said  bill  are  hereby  waived.  That 

10  after  general  debate  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and 

11  continue  not  to  exceed  two  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and 

12  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of 


2 


1  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for 

2  amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion 

3  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Com- 

4  miftee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 

5  amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted  and  the  previous 

6  question  shall  he  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and 

7  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage  without  intervening 

8  motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 
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hj  my  opinion,  are  directly  pertinent  to 
plkn  No.  5: 

Tfte  President  and,  under  him,  his  chief_ 
lieutenants,  the  department  heads,  must  be 
held  responsible  and  accountable  to  the  peo¬ 
ple  and  tVe  Congress  for  the  conduct  of  the 
executive  Branch. 

Responsibmty  and  accountability  are  im¬ 
possible  withom  authority — the  power  to  di¬ 
rect.  The  exercise  of  authority  is  impossible 
without  a  clear  Hpe  of  command  from  the 
top  to  the  bottom, '-and  a  return  line  of  re¬ 
sponsibility  and  accountability  from  the  bot¬ 
tom  to  the  top. 

Any  systematic  effori?^o  improve  the  or¬ 
ganization  and  administration  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,  therefore,  mult:  *  *  *  (2) 

Establish  a  clear  line  of  cdttrol  from  the 
President  to  these  department  and  agency 
heads  and  from  them  to  their Njubordinates 
with  correlative  responsibility  froSg  these  of¬ 
ficials  to  the  President,  cutting  thPough  the 
barriers  which  have  in  many  cases  iflede  bu¬ 
reaus  and  agencies  partially  independent  of 
the  Chief  Executive. 

(c)  The  line  of  authority  from  depart¬ 
mental  heads  through  subordinates  is  ofte 
abridged  by  independent  authorities  granted 
to  bureau  or  division  heads,  sometimes 
through  congressional  act  or  stipulations  in 
appropriations.  Department  heads,  in  many 
instances,  do  not  have  authority  commen¬ 
surate  with  their  responsibilities.  Such  bu¬ 
reau  autonomy  undermines  the  authority  of 
both  the  President  and  the  department  head. 
There  is,  therefore,  a  lack  of  departmental 
integration  in  performing  the  department’s., 
major  mission. 

And  in  recommendation  No.  18: 

Each  department  head  should  receive  from  . 
the  Congress  administrative  authority  to  or¬ 
ganize  his  department  and  to  place  him  in 
control  of  its  administration.  *  *  * 

Each  department  head  should  determine  the 
organization  and  be  free  to  amend  it. 

In  the  report  on  the  Department  of 
Commerce,  the  Commission  restated  its 
position  as  follows: 

We  have  urged  in  our  first  report  that  the 
foundation  of  good  departmental  adminis¬ 
tration  is  that  the  Secretary  shall  have  au¬ 
thority  from  the  Congress  to  organize  and 
control  his  organization  and  that  separate 
authority  to  subordinates  be  eliminated. 

The  Honorable  Charles  Sawyer,  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce,  in  a  statement  before 
the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the 
Executive  Departments  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  stated : 

There  is  little  that  I  can  add  to  the 
of  this  distinguished  Commission 
say  that  my  experience,  both  in  busi: 
as  Secretary  of  Commerce,  leads 
my  full  support  to  the  Commis; 
ings  and  recommendations  on  flfiis  subject. 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  5/  is  entirely 
consistent  with  these  recommendations. 
Based  upon  my  experience,^  is  difficult  for 
me  to  believe  that  any/business  concern 
would  give  to  subordinate  officials  authori¬ 
ties  independent  of  th?’  responsible  head  of 
the  firm.  Likewise,  Ijdo  not  believe  that  any ' 
business  concern  womd  be  inclined  to  freeze! 
organizational  arr^igements  so  as  to  make  it! 
impossible  to  adidst  to  changing  conditions! 
and  new  circumstances.  There  is  no  doubt: 
in  my  mind  tl^at  plan  No.  5  is  sound  in  theory, 
and  in  practise.  Only  the  most  compelling 
evidence  sljould  be  permitted  to  dilute  or  ob¬ 
struct  thhfplan.  In  my  judgment,  such  evi¬ 
dence  h a®  not  yet  been  presented. 

CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
requests  for  time?  [After  a  pause.] 
T)/e  Chair  hears  none.  The  Clerk  will 
read  the  resolution. 
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The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Resolved ,  That  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  does  not  favor  the  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  5  transmitted  to  Congress  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  on  May  13,  1950. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Commttiee  do  now  rise  and  re¬ 
port  the  resolution  (H.  Res.  546)  dis¬ 
approving  Reorganization  Plan  No.  5,  ’ 
back  to  the  Plouse  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  it  be  not  agreed  to. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
Mr.  Priest  having  assumed  the  chair  as  i 
Speaker  pro  tempore,  Mr.  Gary,  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union,  re¬ 
ported  that  that  Committee,  having  had  : 
under  consideration  the  resolution  (H.  j 
Res.  546)  disapproving  Reorganization  i 
Plan  No.  5,  had  directed  him  to  report  j 
the  same  back  to  the  House  with  the  ’ 
recommendation  that  it  be  not  agreed  to.  . 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  ! 
question  is  on  the  resolution. 

The  question  was  taken. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  In  the 
.union  of  the  Chair,  the  resolution  not 
having  received  the  affirmative  vote  of  a 
majority  of  the  authorized  membership 
of  the  plouse,  the  resolution  is  not  agreed 
to. 

So  the\fisolution  was  rejected. 

FEDERAL  AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1950 

Mr.  COX.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direction 
of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call  up 
House  Resolution  565,  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Resolved,  That  immediately  upon  the 
adoption  of  this  resolution  it  shall  be  in 
order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act,  ap¬ 
proved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  continuing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  and  all  points  of  order  against  said 
bill  are  hereby  waived.  That  after  general 
debate  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill 
and  continue  not  to  exceed  2  hours,  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chair¬ 
man  and  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  the  bill  shall 
be  read  for  amendment  under  the  5-minute 
rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the 
House  with  such  amendments  as  may  have 
been  adopted  and  the  previous  question 
shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill 
and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 
without  intervening  motion  except  one  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit. 

Mr  COX.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  30 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Wadsworth]  and  at  this  time 
I  yield  myself  1  minute. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  resolution  provides 
for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  H.  R. 
7941,  which  is  a  highway  bill.  This  is  an 
important  bill,  but  it  is  one  in  which 
there  is  unanimity  of  opinion  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle.  It  simply  provides  for 
an  authorization  of  appropriation  to 
carry  on  a  road-building  program  which 
has  been  in  effect  for  some  years. 

Mr.  WADSWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  desire. 


Mr.  Speaker,  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia  has  already  described  the  rule 
which  is  now  before  the  House  and  the 
effect  of  its  adoption  in  bringing  up  for 
consideration  the  bill  H.  R.  7941.  It  is 
not  my  intention  to  take  up  the  time  of 
the  House  at  this  moment  except  to  say 
that,  speaking  personally,  I  have  grave 
doubts  as  to  the  wisdom  of  committing 
the  United  States  Government  to  such 
large  expenditures  in  the  future. 

Mr.  COX.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  is 
an  important  bill  and  does  provide  for 
an  appropriation  of  an  enormous  sum 
of  money,  but  it  is  an  amount  which 
probably  is  necessary  for  the  carrying 
on  of  a  program  that  has  been  out¬ 
lined  and  it  is  for  something  we  have 
been  carrying  on  a  long  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the  previous 
question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

’  The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

(Mr.  WHITTINGTON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
the  remarks  he  expects  to  make  in 
Committee  of  the  Whole  on  the  bill  H.  R. 
7941  and  to  include  certain  tables  and 
other  matter. ) 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  7491)  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal  Aid  Road  Act, 
approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  continuing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  if  the  gentleman  will  yield,  are 
you  going  to  vote  on  this  bill  tonight? 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  There  are  2 
hours  of  general  debate.  As  far  as  I  am 
concerned,  I  am  going  to  go  along  until 
the  gentleman  and  the  other  leaders  ask 
me  to  stop  work  for  today.  Personally  I 
trust  we  may  finish  general  debate,  read 
the  first  section,  and  that  the  Committee 
will  then  rise. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Some 
of  the  Members  of  the  House  want  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  vote  on  the  bill.  We  would 
like  to  know  if  it  is  to  be  taken  up  to¬ 
morrow  or  disposed  of  tonight. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  I  have  an¬ 
swered  the  gentleman  as  best  I  can.  I 
am  not  trying  to  dodge  or  equivocate. 
There  are  2  hours  of  general  debate  on 
the  bill.  I  would  assume  that  if  we  fin¬ 
ish  the  general  debate  the  House  would 
like  to  complete  the  bill  this  evening,  but 
I  cannot  make  any  positive  statement  to 
that  effect  at  this  time. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  May  I 
inquire  of  the  leadership  whether  the 
bill  is  to  be  voted  on  tonight? 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  I  do  not  see  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Martin]  or  the  gentleman  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  McCormack]  on  the  floor 
at  the  moment,  but  I  will  endeavor  to 
find  out  and  inform  the  gentleman  as 
soon  as  I  can  locate  them,  and  ascertain 
their  wishes. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  make  the  point  of  order  that 
a  quorum  is  not  present,  but  I  withhold 
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it  until  we  find  out  if  the  bill  will  be 
voted  on  tonight. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 

Chair  will  count. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 

Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  point  of  order 
for  the  present.  I  want  a  roll  call  on  the 
bill,  though,  when  the  vote  comes  up. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 

question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  bill  H.  R.''7941,  with  Mr. 
Karsten  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  myself  25  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  country  without  roads 
is  a  country  which  has  never  developed. 
Highways  and  progress  have  always  gone 
hand  in  hand.  Civilizations  have  ad¬ 
vanced  as  highways  have  been  con¬ 
structed.  The  early  roads  of  the  United 
States  were  the  roads  of  hope.  They  led 
the  pioneers  to  new  lands.  They  were 
the  means  of  opening  up  new  lands  and 
extending  civilization.  In  response  to 
the  need  for  transportation  in  the  first 
40  years  of  the  Republic,  Congress  ap¬ 
propriated  funds  for  a  number  of  road 
projects.  Thomas  Jefferson  early  recog¬ 
nized  the  importance  of  roads.  He 
stated  that  it  was  much  more  rational  to 
spend  public  money  for  roads  than  for 
waging  war.  George  Washington  in 
1785  in  a  letter  to  Patrick  Henry  said 
that  the  convenience  of  the  country  re¬ 
quired  that  roads  leading  from  one  pub¬ 
lic  place  to  another  should  be  straight¬ 
ened  and  established  by  law.  Appropri¬ 
ations  were  made  for  the  Cumberland  or 
National  Road,  and  for  roads  for  mili¬ 
tary  and  mail  purposes.  Travel  was  by 
coach,  by  canal,  and  by  boat.  The 
steamboat  supplemented  the  stagecoach. 
With  the  advent  of  the  railroads  prior  to 
the  War  Between  the  States,  and  with 
the  expansion  of  railroads  following  that 
war,  appropriations  for  Federal  roads 
were  discontinued.  The  stagecoach  was 
supplanted  by  the  passenger  coach. 
The  steamboat  was  supplanted  by  the 
passenger  train.  River  traffic  largely 
disappeared  with  the  beginning  of  the 
twentieth  century. 

ONR,  HUNDRED  TEARS 

For  almost  100  years  there  were  no 
Federal  appropriations  for  road  con¬ 
struction.  The  roads  were  built  and 
maintained  by  the  States  and  counties, 
and  the  streets  were  constructed  by  the 
municipalities. 

THE  AUTOMOBILE 

With  the  advent  of  the  automobile  in 
the  beginning  of  the  twentieth  century 
better  roads  become  imperative.  Ap¬ 
propriations  for  experiments  were  made 
by  Congress,  and  in  1912  Congress  made 
a  modest  appropriation  to  construct  a 
few  roads  as  an 'example  for  State  and 
local  road  building.  Federal  appropria¬ 
tions  for  roads,  which  were  only  small 
for  about  40  years  and  then  disappeared 
for  almost  100  years,  became  a  necessity 
when  the  motor  vehicle  was  perfected. 
As  Herbert  Spencer  said:  “Progress, 


therefore,  is  not  an  accident,  but  a  ne¬ 
cessity.”  Good  roads  became  imperative. 
They  are  responsible  for  the  development 
of  the  motor  vehicle  and  for  the  in¬ 
dustrial  and  agricultural  progress  of  the 
country.  The  growth  and  development 
of  the  United  States  today  depends  on 
adequate  roads  and  streets. 

FEDERAL  AID  ROAD  ACT  OF  1916 

The  Federal  Aid  Road  Act  of  1916  was 
the  beginning  of  the  present  system  of 
Federal  aid.  It  was  amended  and  per¬ 
fected  in  1921.  It  made  provision  for 
Federal  aid  for  primary  roads.  Con¬ 
struction  costs  were  on  a  50-50  basis. 
Authorizations  have  been  passed  for 
2-year  periods  since. 

EXPANSION 

In  1934  and  in  1936  the  policy  of  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  was  expanded  and  extended 
to  embrace  secondary  roads.  Railway 
grade  crossings  were  eliminated.  As  the 
production  of  motor  cars  increased, 
highway  construction  increased.  It  was 
stepped  up  in  the  1930’s  and  particularly 
during  the  depression  of  that  decade. 
During  World  War  II,  except  in  aid  of 
the  war  effort  in  the  construction  of 
defense  highways  and  access  highways, 
highway  construction  was  materially  re¬ 
duced  and  in  many  cases  highway  con¬ 
struction  was  delayed. 

FEDERAL  AID  HIGHWAY  ACTS^OF  1944  AND  1948 

Before  the  end  of  hostilities  in  1944 
Congress  made  provision  for  the  con¬ 
tinued  expansion  of  Federal  aid  for  high¬ 
ways.  The  act  of  1944  provided  for  con¬ 
tinued  aid  to  primary  roads  and  it  ex¬ 
tended  and  largely  increased  aid  for  sec¬ 
ondary  roads.  It  provided  for  aid  for 
urban  areas.  It  provided  for  the  con¬ 
tinued  elimination  of  railway  grade 
crossings.  For  the  first  and  only  time 
authorizations  were  provided  in  the  act 
of  1944  for  each  of  the  3  years.  On  ac¬ 
count  of  the  increased  cost  of  construc¬ 
tion  and  the  scarcity  of  material,  con¬ 
struction  was  delayed.  The  act  was 
amended  to  extend  the  time  in  which 
States  could  match  Federal  funds.  The 
1944  act  provided  for  annual  appropria¬ 
tions  of  $500,000,000  for  each  of  the  3 
years  and  also  provided  for  an  interstate 
system  of  approximately  40,000  miles 
primarily  on  Federal  and  State  highways 
connecting  all  of  the  States  of  the  Union. 

The  act  of  1948  continued  provisions 
of  the  act  of  1944  and  authorized  appro¬ 
priations  of  $450,000,000  for  each  of  the 
two  fiscal  years,  1950  and  1951. 

THE  PENDING  BILL 

The  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950 
now  under  consideration  continues  the 
main  provisions  of  the  acts  of  1944  and 
1948  and  authorizes  $500,000,000  for  pri¬ 
mary,  secondary,  and  urban  roads  for 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  1952  and  1953. 
Comprehensive  hearings  were  conducted 
and  are  available  to  the  membership. 
The  bill  was  unanimously  reported  by 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works.  The 
report  on  the  bill  is  full  and  complete 
and  contains  a  detailed  description  of 
the  bill  section  by  section  with  the  ap¬ 
proximate  apportionment  among  the 
States  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
bill. 

TWO  TEARS 

Existing  authorizations  expire  with  the 
fiscal  year  1951,  and  the  bill,  as  stated, 


is  for  authorizations  for  the  next  two 
fiscal  years  in  accordance  with  the  policy 
that  has  obtained  for  more  than  25  years 
of  making  authorizations  every  2  years. 
Among  other  reasons  for  the  passage  of 
the  pending  bill  is  the  fact  that  the  legis¬ 
latures  of  some  44  States  of  the  Union 
convene  in  1951  when  provisions  are 
made  for  matching  Federal  aid  funds. 
The  bill  should  be  passed  during  the 
present  session  so  that  all  of  the  States 
may  be  advised  as  to  the  program  for  the 
fiscal  years  1952  and  1953,  as  the  State 
legislatures  must  make  provision  for 
matching  the  Federal  funds.  The  Presi¬ 
dent  in  his  budget  message  recommended 
$500,000,000  Federal  aid  for  each  of  the 
said  2  years. 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

As  was  the  case  with  the  1944  and  1948 
acts,  45  percent  of  the  $500,000,000  an¬ 
nual  authorization  is  for  primary  roads; 
30  percent  for  secondary,  feeder,  or  farm- 
to-market  roads;  and  25  percent  for 
urban  areas.  All  of  the  reasons  for  pass¬ 
ing  the  acts  of  1944  and  1948  apply  with 
equal  force  for  continuing  and  enlarging 
the  highway  program  as  provided  in  the 
pending  bill.  There  is  additional  sup¬ 
port  for  the  authorization  particularly 
on  account  of  the  phenomenal  increase 
in  the  number  of  motor  vehicles  regis¬ 
tered  throughout  all  of  the  States.  For 
1949  the  number  of  motor  vehicles  regis¬ 
tered  reached  an  all-time  record  of 
44,350,000.  The  terms  and  provisions  of 
the  acts  of  1944  and  1948  generally  apply 
to  the  pending  bill. 

In  addition  to  the  $500,000,000  the  bill 
authorizes  an  additional  sum  of  $70,- 
000,000  for  each  of  said  fiscal  years  for 
expenditure  on  the  national  system  of 
interstate  highways  located  on  parts  of 
the  Federal  aid  highways  designated  in 
accordance  with  provisions  of  section  7 
of  the  1944  act.  The  bill  also  provides 
that  any  States  that  issue  bonds  for  toll- 
free  facilities  to  accelerate  the  improve¬ 
ments  on  the  national  system  of  inter¬ 
state  highways  may  apply  for  the  funds 
apportioned  to  the  States  not  to  exceed 
the  amounts  apportioned  to  the  States. 
The  interstate  sysem  is  in  aid  of  national 
defense.  The  general  public  will  bene¬ 
fit.  Wider  and  better  roads  must  be 
constructed. 

There  is  a  constructive  provision  in 
the  bill  that  instead  of  penalizing  the 
entire  State  for  the  failure  of  a  county 
or  other  local  subdivision  to  maintain 
the  roads  constructed  with  the  Federal 
aid  funds,  the  penalty  will  be  confined 
only  to  the  county  or  other  legal  sub¬ 
division. 

The  costs  of  rights-of-way  especially 
in  the  urban  areas  and  in  the  large  cen¬ 
ters  of  population  have  materially  in¬ 
creased.  The  bill  provides  that  the 
Federal  share  on  account  of  the  costs  of 
rights-of-way  shall  therefore  be  in¬ 
creased  from  one-third  not  to  exceed 
one-half. 

Floods  occur  in  some  of  the  States 
every  year.  Federal  aid  highways,  roads, 
and  bridges  are  damaged.  From  time  to 
time  authorizations  have  been  made  for 
emergency  relief  funds  in  the  repair  or 
reconstruction  of  roads  that  have  suf¬ 
fered  serious  damages  from  floods,  hur¬ 
ricanes,  tidal  waves,  earthquakes,  severe 
storms,  and  other  catastrophies.  For 
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such  emergency  work  $10,000,000  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated. 

There  is  a  section  in  the  bill  to  pro¬ 
mote  safety.  The  Commissioner  of 
Public  Roads  is  authorized  and  directed 
to  assist  in  carrying  out  the  program  of 
the  President’s  Highway  Safety  Confer¬ 
ence  and  to  cooperate  with  the  State 
Highway  Departments  to  advance  the 
cause  of  safety  on  the  streets  and  high¬ 
ways  with  a  provision  that  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $75,000  of  the  administrative  funds 
of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  may  be 
used  to  promote  safety. 

In  addition  to  the  authorizations  for 
the  Federal-aid  program,  the  bill  con¬ 
tains  the  authorizations  for  work  in  the 
national  forests,  national  parks  and 
monuments,  parkways,  and  roads  on 
Indian  reservations  in  substantially  the 
same  amounts  as  authorized  by  the  1944 
act. 

The  local  interests  are  required  to 
maintain  all  Federal-aid  roads.  The 
plans  for  the  construction  of  roads, 
while  approved  by  the  Commissioner  of 
Public  Roads,  are  executed  by  the  State 
Highway  Departments.  As  provided  by 
section  12  of  the  act  of  1921  the  Federal 
statute  with  respect  to  minimum  wages 
and  hours  is  applicable  to  highway  con¬ 
struction.  The  forest  highways,  the 
park  roads  and  trails,  and  the  parkways 
are  constructed  by  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads,  and  all  Federal  laws  with  respect 
to  construction  including  the  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act  respecting  hours  and 
minimum  wages,  and  including  the 
Bacon-Da  vis  act  with  respect  to  the  pre¬ 
vailing  wages  are  applicable  to  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads.  The  Forest 
Service  constructs  the  roads  and  trails 
in  the  national  forests  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  constructs  the 
Indian  roads. 

CONTRACT  OBLIGATIONS 

The  bill  continues  the  authority  for 
contract  obligations  that  have  obtained 
in  all  previous  authorizations.  Such  au¬ 
thority  is  essential  and  was  first  pro¬ 
vided  in  order  to  prevent  the  accumula¬ 
tion  of  appropriations  in  the  Federal 
Treasury.  It  has  obtained  as  I  recall 
ever  since  the  Budgeting  and  Accounting 
Act  was  passed  during  the  Harding  ad¬ 
ministration.  Such  authority  is  essen¬ 
tial  to  the  sound  administration  of  the 
program  and  prevents  appropriations 
from  being  made  until  the  funds  are  re¬ 
quired  for  payment. 

MATCHING 

The  States  are  required  to  match  the 
funds  generally  on  a  50-50  basis  but  in 
the  public  lands  States  because  of  the 
ownership  of  lands  in  those  States  by  the 
Federal  Government  and  because  of  non- 
taxable  Indian  lands  as  provided  in  the 
Federal  Aid  Highway  Acts  including  sec¬ 
tion  11  of  the  act  of  1921,  section  4  of  the 
act  of  1925,  and  section  5  (a)  of  the  act 
of  1944  for  years,  the  Federal  contribu¬ 
tion  is  in  excess  of  50  percent. 

Under  leave  to  extend,  I  include  the 
following  percentage  of  Federal  and 
State  cost  of  Federal  aid  highway  proj¬ 
ects  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads : 


Percentage  of  Federal  and  State  cost  of 
Federal-aid  highway  projects 


State 

Federal 

share 

State 

share 

Alabama . 

50  0 

50  0 

Arizona . 

71.  66 

28.  34 
50.0 
41  67 

Arkansas . 

50  0 

California . 

58  33 

Colorado . 

56  66 

43.  34 
50  0 

Connecticut . 

50.  0 

Delaware . . 

50.0 

50.0 

Florida . . . 

50  0 

50.0 
50  0 

Georgia . 

50.  0 

Idaho  . 

62.  59 

37.  41 

Illinois . . . . 

50  0 

50.0 
60.0 
50  0 

Indiana . 

50.  0 

Iowa . 

50.  0 

Kansas . 

50.0 

50.  0 

Kentucky. . 

50.0 

50.  0 

Louisiana _ 

50  0 

50  0 

Maine _ _ _ 

50.0 

50.0 

Maryland _ _ _ 

50  0 

50  0 

Massachusetts . 

50.0 

50.0 

Michigan. . . 

4  50  0 

50  0 

Minnesota . . . 

50.0 

50  0 

50.  0 

50  0 

50.  0 

50  0 

57.  06 

42.  94 

Nebraska _ _ 

50.0 

50.  0 

Nevada . . . 

82.  69 

17.  31 

New  Hampshire . . . 

50.0 

50.0 

New  Jersey . . 

50.0 

50.0 

New  Mexico _ _  ... _ 

63.  80 

36.20 

New  York . . . 

50.0 

50.0 

North  Carolina . . . 

50.0 

50.0 

Percentage  of  Federal  and  State  cost  of 
Federal-aid  highway  projects — Con. 


Slate 


North  Dakota _ 

Ohio . 

Oklahoma . . . 

Oregon  . 

Pennsylvan  ia _ 

Rhode  Island . 

South  Carolina . 

South  Dakota _ 

Tennessee . 

Texas. _ _ 

Utah... . 

Vermont _ 

Virginia . . 

Washington . 

West  Virginia . 

W  isconsin . . 

■Wyoming . . 

District  of  Columbia 
Hawaii . . 


Federal 

share 

State 

share 

50.0 

50.0 

60. 0 

60.0 

62.  78 

47.  22 

62.01 

37.  96 

50. 0 

50.0 

60. 0 

50. 0 

50.0 

50.0 

56. 17 

43.  83 

50.0 

50.  0 

50.  0 

50.0 

73.  76 

26.  24 

50.  0 

50.0 

50.  0 

50.0 

53.  68 

46.  32 

50.  0 

50.  0 

50.0 

50.0 

64.98 

35.  02 

50.  0 

50.0 

50.0 

.  60.0 

end,  I 

include 

the  following  apportionment  of  Federal 
aid  highway  funds  to  the  States  under 
the  provisions  of  the  bill  for  roads  on  the 


interstate  system,  for  primary,  second¬ 
ary,  and  urban  roads,  to  wit: 


Approximate  apportionment  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds,  pursuant  to  H.  R.  7941  1 


State 

Interstate 

system 

($70,000,000) 

Primary 

($225,000,000) 

Secondary 

($150,000,000) 

Urban 

($125,000,000) 

Subtotal- 
primary, 
secondary, 
and  urban 
($500,000,000) 

Total 

($570,000,000) 

Alabama . . . . 

$1, 246, 000 

$4, 605, 000 

$3, 620, 000 

$1, 160, 000 

$9, 385, 000 

$10,631,000 

Arizona . . . 

505, 000 

3,  291, 000 

2, 305, 000 

338, 000 

5, 934, 000 

6,  439, 000 

Arkansas . . 

838, 000 

3,711,000 

2,  958,  000 

486, 000 

7, 155, 000 

7,  993, 000 

California . 

4,  551, 000 

10,  273, 000 

5,  734,  000 

10, 830, 000 

26, 837, 000 

31, 388, 000 

Colorado . 

519, 000 

3,  948, 000 

2, 661, 000 

872,  000 

7,481,000 

8, 000, 000 

Connecticut . 

862, 000 

1,  421, 000 

■  784,000 

2,  660,  000 

4,  865, 000 

5,727,000 

Delaware.. . . . . 

505, 000 

1,083,000 

722,  000 

205,  000 

2,  010, 000 

2,  515, 000 

Florida... . . . . 

1, 064,  000 

3, 302,  000 

2,  284,  000 

1,816,  000 

7,  492,  000 

8,  556, 000 

Georgia . . 

1,  364, 000 

5,  419,  000 

4, 117,000 

1,  433, 000 

10,  909,  000 

12, 333,  000 

Idaho . . 

505, 000 

2,  746, 000 

1,  924, 000 

206, 000 

4,  876, 000 

5, 381, 000 

Illinois . . 

3, 605, 000 

8, 442,  000 

4,  587,  000 

8,  788, 000 

21,817,000 

25,  422, 000 

Indiana . . 

1,  704, 000 

5, 325,  000 

3,  587,  000 

3, 084, 000 

11,996,000 

13,  700, 000 

Iowa . . 

1,128,000 

5, 354, 000 

3, 826, 000 

1,432,000 

10,  612, 000 

11,740, 000 

Kansas . 

831, 000 

1,  235, 000 

5, 466,000 
4, 040, 000 

3, 843, 000 
3,  247, 000 

1, 034, 000 
1,141,000 

10, 343, 000 
8,  428, 000 

11,174,000 
9,  663, 000 

Kentucky . 

Louisiana . 

1,  122, 000 

3,  372,  000 

2,531,000 

1,  472, 000 

7, 375, 000 

8,  497,000 

Maine . . . 

505, 000 

1, 886, 000 

1, 360, 000 

520,  000 

3,  766, 000 

4,  271,000 

Maryland . . 

928,  000 

1, 872, 000 

1,  204, 000 

1, 846, 000 

4,  922, 000 

5, 8.50, 000 

Massachusetts _ _ 

2, 011, 000 

2, 832, 000 

772, 000 

6,  234,  000 

9,  838, 000 

11,849, 000 

Michigan . 

2,711,000 

6,  925, 000 

4, 191,  000 

5,  931, 000 

17,047,000 

19,  758,000 

Minnesota . 

1,271,000 

5, 856, 000 

4, 042, 000 

2, 031, 000 

11,  929, 000 

13,  200, 000 

Mississippi... . 

909, 000 

3,  923, 000 

3, 175, 000 

505, 000 

7, 603, 000 

8,  512, 000 

Missouri . . . . 

1, 679, 000 

6,  408, 000 

4, 399, 000 

2,  829, 000 

13, 636,  000 

15, 315, 000 

Montana . . 

505, 000 

4,  450, 000 

3, 029, 000 

247, 000 

7,  726, 000 

8,231,000 

Nebraska . 

549, 000 

4,  289,  000 

3, 015, 000 

660, 000 

7, 964, 000 

8,  513, 000 

Nevada .  . . 

505, 000 

2, 871, 000 

1,  931,  000 

83,  000 

4,  885, 000 

5, 390, 000 

New  Hampshire . 

505,000 

1, 083,  000 

722,  000 

454,  000 

2,  259,  000 

2,  764, 000 

New  Jersey . . . 

2,  0S0,  000 

2,911,000 

1, 061,  000 

5,  593,  000 

9,  565,  000 

11.645,000 

New  Mexico . . 

505,  000 

3,  585,  000 

2,  483,  000 

246,000 

6,  314,  000 

6,  819,  000 

New  York . . . 

6, 141,000 

10,  295,  000 

4, 134,  000 

17,  314,  000 

31,743,  000 

37,  884,  000 

North  Carolina.. . 

1,  649, 000 

5,  339,  000 

4,  370,  000 

1,  394,  000 

11, 103,000 

12,  752,  000 

North  Dakota . . 

505,  000 
3, 409,  000 

3,  220,  000 
7,  797,  000 

2,  298,  000 
4, 605,  000 

175,  000 

5,  693,  000 
19,  933,  000 

6, 198,  000 
23,  342,  000 

Ohio . . . 

7,  531,  000 

Oklahoma . . . 

982,  000 

4,  831,  000 

3,  529,  000 

1, 147,  000 

9,  507,  000 

10,  489,  000 

Oregon . . . 

741,  000 

3,  932,  000 

2,  714, 000 
5,  096,  000 

1, 115,  000 

7,  761,000 

8,  502,  000 

Pennsylvania _ _ 

4,  537,  000 

8,  797,  000 

9,  755,  000 

23,  648,  000 

28, 185,  000 

Rhode  Island... . . 

505,  000 

1,  083,  000 

722,  000 

1,  011,000 

2,  816,  000 

3,  321,  000 

South  Carolina . 

854,  000 

2,  955,  000 

2,  429,  000 

595,  000 

5,  979, 000 

6,  833,  000 

South  Dakota . . . 

505,  000 

3,  419,  000 

2,  424,  000 

194,  000 

6, 037, 000 

6,  542,  000 

Tennessee . . . 

1, 380,  000 

4,  717,  000 

3,  638,  000 

1,  526,  000 

9,  881,  000 

11,261,000 

Texas _ _ 

3,  214,  000 

14,  227,  000 

10,  074,  000 

4,  527,  000 

28,  828,  000 

32,  042,  000 

Utah.  _ _ _ 

505,  000 

2,  545,  000 

1,  698,  000 

465,  000 

4,  708,  000 

5,  213, 000 

Vermont . . . . 

505,  000 

1,  083,  000 

722,  000 
3,  215,  000 

188,  000 

1, 993, 000 

2,  498,  000 

Virginia . . . 

1,  324,  000 

4,115,000 

1, 492, 000 

8,  822,  000 

10, 146,  000 

Washington . 

1, 102,  000 

3,  783, 000 

2,  582,  000 

1, 885,  000 

8,  250,  000 

9,  352,  000 

West  Virginia _ _ 

828,000 

2, 360, 000 

1,  970,000 

712,  000 

5,  042,  000 

5,  870,  000 

Wisconsin . . . 

1,  432,  000 

5,  236,  000 

3,  559,  000 

2,  451,  000 

11,  246,  000 

12,  678,  000 

Wyoming . 

Hawaii . . 

505,  000 

2,  746,  000 
1,  083,  000 

1,  865,  000 
722,000 

130, 000 
428,  000 

4,  741,  000 

2,  233,  000 

5,  246,000 
2,  233,  000 

district  of  Columbia . 

Puerto  Rico . 

605,000 

1, 083, 000 
1, 137, 000 

722,  000 

1, 173, 000 

1,  299,  000 
843,  000 

3, 104, 000 

3, 153,  000 

3, 609,  000 
3, 153, 000 

1  The  population  factors  used  in  computing  these  apportionments  were  based  on  1949  Census  Bureau  estimates 
of  total  population  (1948  estimates  for  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico),  and  on  1940  ratios  of  rural  and  urban  population 
to  total  population.  The  area  factor  used  was  based  on  1940  census  data  and  the  factor  for  mileage  of  rural  deliv¬ 
ery  and  star  routes  was  based  on  1949  data.  The  apportionments  are  subject  to  revision  upon  availability  of  1950 
data  for  population,  area,  and  mileage  of  rural  delivery  and  star  routes. 
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ANALYSIS  OF  THE  BILL,  SECTION  BY  SECTION 

I  shall  now  undertake  to  explain  the 
bill,  section  by  section. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATIONS 

Section  1,  as  I  have  already  stated, 
authorizes  the  appropriation  of  $500,000,- 
000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1952  and 
1953,  and  divides  the  amount  45  percent 
or  $225,000,000  for  primary  roads,  30  per¬ 
cent  or  $150,000,000  for  secondary  roads, 
and  25  percent  or  $125,000,000  on  the 
Federal-aid  highway  system  in  urban 
areas.  The  section  provides  that  said 
sums  shall  be  apportioned  among  the 
States  in  the  manner  now  provided  by 
law.  There  is  a  modification  that  will 
enable  the  latest  available  Federal  census 
to  be  used  instead  of  the  census  of  1940. 
This  will  enable  the  latest  available  pop¬ 
ulation  figures  to  be  used  in  apportion¬ 
ing  both  secondary  and  urban  funds. 

ADDITIONAL  AUTHORIZATION  FOR  INTERSTATE 

HIGHWAYS 

Section  2  (a)  of  the  bill  authorizes  an 
additional  sum  of  $70,000,000  for  each 
of  the  said  two  fiscal  years  to  expedite 
construction  on  the  national  system  of 
interstate  highways.  If  the  State  uses 
Federal-aid  funds  on  said  national  sys¬ 
tem  of  interstate  highways,  it  would  be 
possible  to  increase  the  Federal  share 
above  the  50  percent  pro  rata  by  as  much 
as  one-half  of  the  State’s  50  percent, 
assuming  the  State  contributed  50  per¬ 
cent  of  the  cost  of  the  roads.  It  will 
be  remembered  that  under  the  Defense 
Highway  Act  of  November  11,  1941,  the 
Federal  share  under  that  act  was  75 
percent  of  the  costs.  It  will  also  be  re¬ 
membered  that  during  the  war  access 
highways  were  constructed  at  the  sole 
expense  of  the  Federal  Government.  The 
interregional  highway  system  is  in  the 
aid  of  national  defense.  It  is  proper, 
therefore,  to  increase  the  Federal  con¬ 
tribution. 

Section  2  (b)  provides  for  accelerating 
the  improvement  of  the  interstate  sys¬ 
tem  by  issuing  bonds  and  applying  for 
the  State  apportionment  within  authori¬ 
zations  for  the  payment  of  said  bonds. 
No  payment,  however,  is  authorized  ex¬ 
cept  from  the  State’s  apportionment, 
and  there  is  no  commitment  nor  obliga¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  to 
provide  such  funds. 

AVAILABILITY 

I  have  already  inserted  a  table  which 
shows  the  approximate  amount  of  the 
funds  which  each  State  will  receive  of 
the  amounts  authorized  by  sections  1  and 
2  of  the  bill  based  upon  the  1940  Fed¬ 
eral  census.  Under  sections  1  and  2  the 
States  have  2  years  in  which  to  match 
the  funds  apportioned  to  them.  There 
is  a  provision  that  sums  shall  be  deemed 
to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal 
to  the  total  of  the  sums  apportioned  to 
the  State  for  such  fiscal  year  is  covered 
by  formal  agreements  with  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Public  Roads.  Any  money 
not  expended  within  the  period  provided 
by  the  law  would  lapse.  These  provi¬ 
sions  are  identical  with  those  respect¬ 
ing  the  period  of  availability  of  the  funds 
authorized  by  the  Federal  Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1948. 


Section  3  of  the  bill  authorizes  an  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $20,000,000  for  forest 
highways  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1952  and  1953.  This  is  the  same  amount 
that  was  authorized  in  the  Federal  Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1948,  but  is  $5,000,009 
less  than  was  authorized  by  the  Federal 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944.  It  also  au¬ 
thorizes  $17,500,000  for  forest  develop¬ 
ment  roads  and  trail's,  which  is  the  iden¬ 
tical  amount  carried  in  the  Federal  Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1948.  There  is  the  omis¬ 
sion  of  a  limitation  that  will  provide 
slightly  more  funds  than  are  needed  for 
the  construction  of  forest  roads  in  Alaska. 
The  forest  highways  are  constructed  by 
the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads,  and 
the  forest  roads  and  trails  are  constructed 
by  the  Forest  Service. 

park  roads  and  trails 

Section  4  (a)  provides  for  an  authori¬ 
zation  of  $10,000,000  for  each  of  the  two 
fiscal  years  for  roads,  trails,  and  bridges 
in  national  parks  and  monuments  and 
approach  ro'ads  thereto.  These  are  the 
same  amounts  authorized  in  the  Federal 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948.  The  con¬ 
struction  is  done  by  the  Commissioner  of 
Public  Roads.  There  are  provisions  for 
maintenance  and  limitation  on  the 
amounts  that  may  be  used  in  the  con¬ 
struction  of  minor  roads. 

PARKWAYS 

Section  4  (b)  authorizes  $13,000,000  for 
each  of  the  two  fiscal  years  for  the  con¬ 
struction  and  maintenance  of  parkways 
to  give  access  to  the  national  parks  and 
monuments,  or  to  become  connecting 
sections  of  a  national  parkway  plan, 
over  lands  to  which  title  has  been  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  United  States.  This  is 
$3,000,000  more  than  was  authorized  in 
1944  and  1948.  This  increase  is  due  to 
the  fact  that  new  parkways  have  been  ac¬ 
quired  or  added  to  the  parkway  system 
of  the  United  States  since  1948.  It  is 
provided  that  not  more  than  $500,000 
shall  be  used  for  the  maintenance  of 
parkway  roads  and  not  more  than  $400,- 
000  shall  be  used  for  the  construction  of 
minor  roads  and  trails. 

INDIAN  LANDS 

Section  4  (c)  authorizes  $6,000,000  for 
each  of  the  two  fiscal  years  for  the  con¬ 
struction,  improvement,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  roads  and  bridges  within  Indian 
reservations  and  provides  access  to  In¬ 
dian  reservations  and  Indian  lands, 
which  is  the  same  amount  that  was  au¬ 
thorized  in  the  acts  of  1944  and  1948. 

PREVIOUS  PROVISIONS 

Section  5  provides  that  all  provisions 
of  the  acts  of  1944  and  1948  not  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  provisions  of  the  bill 
shall  remain  in  full  force  and  effect. 

MAINTENANCE 

Section  6  amends  section  14  of  the 
Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1921  so  as 
to  penalize  the  agency  that  is  responsible 
for  the  maintenance  of  the  Federal-aid 
road.  The  whole  State  will  not  be  pen¬ 
alized  in  case  a  county  or  municipality 
fails  to  maintain  a  road.  The  penalty 
will  be  limited  to  the  county  or  munici¬ 
pality. 
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RIGHTS-OF-WAY 

Section  7  provides  for  an  increase  in 
the  Federal  share  of  the  cost  of  rights- 
of-way  from  one-third  to  one-half.  The 
evidence  presented  to  the  committee 
showed  that  in  addition  to  the  simplifi¬ 
cation  in  handling  Federal  aid,  such  pro¬ 
vision  is  necessary  in  view  of  the  in¬ 
creased  costs  of  rights-of-way,  especially 
in  urban  areas. 

COOPERATION  WITH  "STATE  HIGHWAY  DEPART¬ 
MENTS  WITHIN  NATIONAL  PARKS 

Section  8  is  a  new  provision.  It 
amends  the  existing  law  so  as  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  in 
which  Department  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  is  located  to  cooperate  with  the 
State  highway  departments  and  with 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  con¬ 
struction  of  the  public  highways  within 
national  parks  and  monuments  and  to 
pay  all  or  any  part  of  the  cost  thereof 
from  funds  apportioned  to  the  States  in 
the  same  manner  as  has  been  authorized 
in  Indian  reservations  since  the  Federal 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1921. 

EMERGENCIES 

Section  9  authorizes  the  use  of  not  to 
exceed  $10,000,000  of  any  money  hereto¬ 
fore  or  hereafter  appropriated  for  emer¬ 
gency  repairs,  restoration,  and  recon¬ 
struction  of  Federal-aid  highways  dam¬ 
aged  by  floods,  storms,  or  other  catas¬ 
trophes.  Similar  legislation  was  pre¬ 
viously  made  in  the  acts  of  1934,  1938, 
and  1943. 

SAFETY 

Section  10  authorizes  the  expenditure 
of  not  to  exceed  $75,000  by  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  of  Public  Roads  out  of  adminis¬ 
trative  funds  to  promote  safety. 

DELEGATION  OF  AUTHORITY 

Section  11  authorizes  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  to  delegate  to  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  of  Public  Roads  any  authority 
vested  in  him  under  the  provisions  of  the 
bill.  The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  was 
formerly  under  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  then  under  the  Administrator 
of  Public  Works,  and  then  it  was  in  the 
Federal  Works  Agency.  More  recently 
it  was  in  the  General  Services  Adminis¬ 
tration,  and  now  it  has  been  transferred 
to  the  Department  of  Commerce. 

Sections  12, 13,  and  14  are  self-explan¬ 
atory. 

INCREASED  COSTS 

There  has  been  an  increase  in  the  costs 
of  construction  from  1940  to  1949,  of  ap¬ 
proximately  123  V2  percent.  The  in¬ 
crease  since  1945  has  been  48  percent, 
but  little  construction  was  done  during 
and  following  the  war.  Generally  the 
cost  of  construction  today  is  double  the 
prewar  costs.  For  the  last  2  or  3  years 
the  average  cost  of  highways  per  mile 
in  Mississippi  where  I  live  is  approxi¬ 
mately  $56,000,  or  to  be  exact,  $55,700  per 
mile  for  26.5  miles,  while  the  average 
cost  per  mile  throughout  the  United 
States  is  $86,200,  or  to  be  exact,  for  22- 
or  24-foot  concrete  that  is  the  average 
cost  at  3,000  miles.  An  authorization  of 
$500,000,000  is  thus  the  equivalent  of  a 
prewar  authorization  of  $250,000,000. 

SELF-LIQUIDATION 

For  the  fiscal  year  1949  the  Govern¬ 
ment  collected  $1,326,054,091  in  high- 
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way-user  taxes,  of  which  $503,648,471 
were  derived  from  1 1/2 -cent  Federal 
gasoline  tax.  The  policy  of  Federal  aid 
for  highways  is  self-liquidating. 

TOTAL  AUTHORIZATION 

The  total  authorization  including 
Federal  aid  for  highways  in  the  sum  of 
$500,000,000  and  including  the  aggregate 
of  the  authorizations  for  interregional 
national  forests,  national  parks,  and 
monuments,  parkways,  and  roads  on  In¬ 
dian  reservations  of  $136,000,000,  totals 
the  sum  of  $636,000,000. 

THE  FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM 

There  are  in  the  United  States  3,- 
300,000  miles  of  highways,  roads,  and 
streets.  In  the  rural  areas  there  are  3,- 
000,000  miles,  and  over  300,000  miles  are 
in  the  urban  areas.  Federal  aid  is  being 
extended  to  636,037  miles  <Jf  roads  today. 
The  primary  system  in  rural  areas  con¬ 
tains  219,588  miles.  The  secondary  sys¬ 
tem  is  398,488  miles.  Urban  roads  total 
18,000  miles.  The  interstate  highway 
system  is  included  in  the  primary  and 
urban  roads.  It  embraces  37,800  miles. 

In  the  State  system  there  are  349,929 
miles.  The  city  streets  contain  316,537 
miles.  In  addition  there  are  72,000  miles 
of  roads  under  Government  control  in 
the  national  parks,  forests,  and  reserva¬ 
tions. 

OBSOLESCENCE 

The  average  life  of  a  Federal-aid  road 
Is  30  years.  Obsolencense  is  multiplying. 
Twelve  thousand  miles  of  primary  roads 
must  be  reconstructed  annually,  and 
30,000  miles  of  secondary  roads  must  be 
reconstructed  annually.  Roads  are 
wearing  out. 

REGISTRATIONS 

There  has  been  an  increase  of  35  per¬ 
cent  in  the  estimated  registrations  of  au¬ 
tomobiles,  busses,  and  trucks  since  1940; 
and  today  they  aggregate  44,350,000 
miles.  There  has  been  an  increase  of 
more  than  38  percent  in  the  vehicle 
miles  of  traffic  since  1940. 

LOADS  AND  SIZES 

The  average  load  carried  by  trucks  in 
1948  was  38  percent  higher  than  in  1941 
and  73  percent  higher  than  in  1936.  Not 
only  are  the  loads  larger,  but  many  of 
the  trucks  resemble  boxcars  and  many 
of  the  trailers  look  like  pullmans.  Roads 
are  being  destroyed  and  lives  are  being 
lost  on  the  highways.  More  roads  and 
better  roads  are  essential.  Safety  is 
most  important. 

NEW  CONSTRUCTION 

There  were  20,000  miles  of  new  con¬ 
struction  in  highways  in  1948  but  the 
production  in  that  year  of  automobiles, 
busses,  and  trucks  placed  bumper  to 
bumper  aggregated  20,000  miles. 

RURAL  AND  URBAN  AREAS 

One-half  of  the  traffic  is  in  the  rural 
areas,  and  one-half  in  the  urban  areas. 
More  and  better  streets,  as  well  as  more 
and  better  roads,  are  needed. 

DIVERSION 

The  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1934, 
known  as  the  Hayden-Cartwright  Act, 
penalized  States  for  diverting  gasoline 
taxes.  That  provision  is  permanent  law. 
The  inhibition  against  diversion  as  stip¬ 
ulated  in  said  act  remains. 


There  is  a  growing  sentiment  against 
diversion.  The  committee  was  advised 
that  21  States  have  amended  their  con¬ 
stitutions  so  as  to  prohibit  the  diversion 
of  road-user  taxes. 

INCREASES  OF  STATE  GASOLINE  TAXES 

As  I  recall,  in  the  past  2  or  3  years 
some  20  of  the  States,  as  disclosed  by 
the  hearings,  have  increased  the  State 
gasoline  taxes  for  road  purposes.  The 
highest  State  gasoline  tax  is  in  Louisi¬ 
ana.  The  tax  is  9  cents  per  gallon,  as 
I  recall.  Kentucky  has  an  8-cent  tax. 
A  number  of  other  States  have  a  tax  of 
7  cents  a  gallon.  In  a  number  of  the 
larger  States  the  rate  is  3  cents  a  gallon. 
Generally  the  rate  ranges  from  3  to  9 
cents  a  gallon  in  the  States. 

While  there  has  been  a  tendency  to 
increase  the  taxes,  diversion  is  becoming 
less  frequent. 

THROUGH  ROADS 

A  number  of  States  like  New  York  and 
New  Jersey  are  expending  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  in  constructing 
throughways,  and  other  States  like 
Pennsylvania  and  Ohio  are  spending 
large  amounts  in  extending  the  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  Turnpike.  There  is  acute  need 
for  divided  four-line  highways,  especially 
in  the  urban  areas  and  within  10  miles 
of  all  large  cities.  Express  highways  are 
also  being  constructed  in  many  parts  of 
the  country.  The  need  for  highways  of 
all  types  was  never  greater. 

THE  PACE 

While  Federal  aid  contributes  to  the 
construction  of  approximately  15  percent 
of  all  highways,  roads,  and  streets  an¬ 
nually,  it  sets  the  pace  for  all  road  and 
street  construction.  Improvements  are 
being  made  as  a  result  of  the  experiments 
carried  on  in  the  laboratory  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Public  Roads.  Foundations  are 
being  stabilized.  Soil  studies  are  con¬ 
tributing  to  a  better  type  of  road.  The 
experiments  are  resulting  in  more  eco¬ 
nomical  local  roads.  The  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  is  leading  in  better  road 
construction. 

THE  FUTURE 

There  is  a  $250,000,000,000  economy  in 
the  United  States  today.  Production  is 
not  only  essential  in  the  economy  of  the 
United  States  but  in  the  progress  of  the 
Nation.  The  Federal  Government  is 
profoundly  interested  in  highway  con¬ 
struction.  Employment  is  provided  for 
millions.  For  the  expanding  population 
and  for  the  progress  of  the  Nation,  pro¬ 
duction  must  be  increased,  and  produc¬ 
tion  without  transportation  is  impossible. 

The  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950 
will  not  only  set  the  pace  for  the  highway 
needs  of  the  present  but  will  provide  for 
the  highway  needs  of  the  future.  The 
policy  of  Federal  aid  has  been  tried.  It 
has  been  tested.  It  should  be  continued 
and  expanded  to  provide  for  the  mul¬ 
tiplying  needs  of  a  $250,000,000,000  na¬ 
tional  economy  and  for  a  population  of 
152,000,000. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  commend  the 


gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whit¬ 
tington]  for  his  most  unusual  report 
on  this  very  important  Federal  aid  high¬ 
way  authorization  bill.  His  wide  knowl¬ 
edge  of  all  highway  matters  is  well  known 
to  all  of  us  who  serve  on  the  committee 
on  roads  of  the  House. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  has  expired. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  myself  six  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  I  wish  the  gentleman 
would  be  so  kind  as  to  turn  to  page  3 
of  the  bill  which  he  so  completely  ex¬ 
plained.  There  are  two  questions  I 
would  like  to  propound  of  the  gentle¬ 
man.  I  have  reference  to  this  new  fea¬ 
ture  for  inter-regional  highways  which 
the  gentleman  indicates  will  take  in 
about  40,000  miles  of  existing  primary 
roads.  Does  that  refer  to  the  table  on 
page  5  of  the  report  headed  “Interstate 
system— $70,000,000”? 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  It  does. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  And  indicates  that  the 
State  of  Nebraska  will  receive  under  that 
$549,000? 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  That  is  the  new  fea¬ 
ture.  This  would  be  matched  the  same 
as  the  other  money,  50  percent  by  the 
State  and  50  percent  by  the  Federal 
Government? 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Yes.  The 
gentleman  understands  the  $70,000,000 
is  not  going  to  build  40,000  miles  of  in¬ 
ter-regional  highways.  Those  highways 
are  estimated  to  require  something  like 
500  to  600  million  dollars  and  it  is  fur¬ 
ther  estimated  it  will  probably  take  20 
years  to  rebuild  and  recondition  them. 
This  is  to  encourage  the  State  to  use 
their  funds  in  rebuilding  those  inter¬ 
regional  roads  where  they  come  through 
the  States.  The  States  will  match  and 
under  this  provision  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  will  allocate  the  additional  sum 
that  the  gentleman  mentioned  to  the 
State  of  Nebraska  to  supplement  the 
matching. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  That  $549,000  will  be 
in  addition? 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Yes. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  In  addition  to  what 
they  will  match  on  the  $70,000,000? 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Yes.  Nebraska 
will  be  allocated  $549,000  out  of  the 
$70,000,000  for  each  of  the  2  years,  in 
addition  to  the  allocations  to  Nebraska 
out  of  the  $500,000,000  authorized.  As¬ 
suming  the  State  of  Nebraska  matches 
50-50  and  the  State  of  Nebraska  applies 
to  rebuild  or  to  straighten  out  or  to  re¬ 
construct  an  inter-regional  section  in  its 
primary  system,  the  State  may  apply  to 
the  Commission  of  Public  Roads  to  in¬ 
crease  the  Federal  contribution  from  50 
to  75  percent,  so  that  Nebraska  will  only 
pay  25  percent,  because  the  Nation  at 
large  will  get  more  benefit  from  that 
inter-regional  section  than  from  other 
primary  Federal-aid  roads. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  Is  this  $70,000,000  part 
of  the  $500,000,000? 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  No.  I  said  it 
was  in  addition.  It  is  contained  in  this 
bill  for  the  first  time. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  The  bill  authorizes 
$660,000,000? 
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Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Yes.  The  bill, 
as  I  stated,  authorizes  the  $500,000,000 
for  each  of  the  2  years  for  primary,  sec¬ 
ondary,  and  urban  roads;  and  secondly, 
the  $70,000,000  for  international  sys¬ 
tems;  and  thirdly,  the  usual  appro¬ 
priations  that  are  made  for  the  forest 
roads,  for  the  forest  trails,  for  the  park 
roads,  and  for  the  parkways,  and  $10,- 
000,000  may  be  used  for  emergencies,  for 
repairs.  The  aggregate  of  the  $500,000,- 
000,  the  $70,000,000,  and  the  parks  and 
other  roads,  is  $660,000,000,  substantially 
the  same  amount  that  we  authorized  in 
1944  and  again  in  1948,  with  the  said 
sum  of  $70,000,000  to  supplement  the 
Federal  share,  if  desired,  to  75  percent 
on  those  parts  of  the  primary  and  urban 
roads  that  are  on  the  interregional 
system,  as  explained  in  the  report. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  The  gentleman  has  ex¬ 
plained  that  very  thoroughly,  and  I 
thank  him  very  much.  Now  turn  to  page 
9  of  the  bill,  section  14,  and  the  proviso 
beginning  in  line  14 : 

Provided,  That  in  any  State  wherein  the 
highway  department  is  without  legal  author¬ 
ity  to  maintain  highways  so  constructed — 

And  so  forth. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  I  understand 
the  gentleman’s  question. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  Is  that  a  new  proviso? 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  It  is,  sir.  I 
have  mentioned  it. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  I  want  to  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  I  am  very  much  worried 
about  that  proviso  because  it  penalizes 
counties  where  perhaps  they  cannot  do 
any  maintenance  work.  You  know,  the 
Federal  Government  does  not  pay  the 
States  one  penny  for  maintenance  and 
repairs  of  highways. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  I  anticipate  the 
gentleman’s  question.  The  committee 
went  into  this  section  very  carefully. 
Let  me  say  that  under  existing  law  the 
States  and  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ments  are  required  to  maintain  Federal- 
aid  roads,  but  when  there  is  a  county 
road,  a  farm-to-rnarket  road  or  a  sec¬ 
ondary  road,  that  road  is  located  at  the 
request  of  the  county  authorities  and 
approved  by  the  State  highway  com¬ 
mission  and  those  county  authorities 
have  got  to  provide  for  the  maintenance 
of  that  road.  This  section  stipulates  that 
if  the  county  authorities  fail  in  Nebraska 
in  one  county  to  maintain  the  road  as 
they  have  agreed  to  maintain  it,  the 
whole  State  of  Nebraska,  all  the  other 
counties  in  the  State  shall  not  be  penal¬ 
ized  and  be  prevented  from  getting  any 
further  Federal  aid  until  that  road  has 
been  repaired. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  I  do  not  read  it  that 
way. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Even  so,  that 
is  the  way  it  should  have  been  read.  That 
was  recommended  to  us  by  the  State 
highway  departments  in  the  United 
States  and  I  think  it  is  most  construc¬ 
tive. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  The  language  of  the 
bill  is  to  the  effect  that  if  it  is  not  being 
properly  maintained  he  shall  call  such 
fact  to  the  attention  of  the  highway  de¬ 
partment. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  I  stated  that. 
That  county  is  to  be  penalized  alone 
without  penalizing  the  entire  State. 


Mr.  STEFAN.  The  States  have  not 
been  getting  anything  at  all  for  main¬ 
taining  or  repairing  their  highways. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  The  Federal 
Government  helps  to  build  them  and 
under  the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  the 
Federal  Government  has  not  maintained 
the  roads.  The  Federal  Government  aids 
to  build  them. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  Are  you  penalizing  them 
if  they  do  not  maintain  them?- 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  We  have  been 
authorizing  that  ever  since  we  had  a 
Federal-aid  program. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio. 

.Mr.  McGREGOR.  Is  it  not  true  that 
under  existing  law  the  whole  State  can 
be  penalized  because  of  the  act  of  a  por¬ 
tion  of  a  State  and  we  have  corrected 
that  in  this  bill  so  the  whole  State  can¬ 
not  be  penalized  on  account  of  one  sec¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  I  believe  that 
is  crystal-clear  to  everybody. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  Does  this  meet  with  the 
approval  of  the  various  State  road  en¬ 
gineers? 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Yes.  It  was 
recommended  very  highly  by  them,  as 
were  the  other  provisions  of  this  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  has  expired. 

(Mr.  WHITTINGTON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  living  in  an 
age  of  rapid  transportation.  The  auto¬ 
mobile  has  come  in  our  day  and  genera¬ 
tion  as  a  means  of  rapid  transportation. 
The  entire  Nation  uses  that  particular 
method  to  travel  from  place  to  place, 
for  pleasure  and  for  business. 

Fifty  years  ago  there  were  about 
8,000  registered  cars  in  the  United  States. 
According  to  the  National  Commissioner 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  today  we  have 
approximately  44,000,000  registered  au¬ 
tomobiles  in  the  United  States.  By  the 
end  of  1950  it  is  predicted  that  that 
number  will  be  increased  to  45,000,000 
cars,  or  about  78  percent  of  the  auto¬ 
mobiles  of  this  world,  one  car  for  every 
3.6  people  in  the  United  States.  Great 
Britain  has  one  car  for  18  people,  and 
the  rest  of  the  world  one  car  for  every 
222  people.  This  is  convincing  evidence, 
when  we  consider  the  number  of  cars 
in  this  country,  78  percent  of  the  world’s 
supply,  of  the  wide  distribution  of  the 
wealth  of  our  country  among  the  people 
of  the  Nation.  It  might  be  well  for  those 
among  us  who  praise  the  ideologies  of 
other  countries,  where  we  find  but  1 
car  for  every  222  people,  to  take  note  of 
the  advantage  and  the  privileges  we 
have  in  America  under  the  free  enter¬ 
prise  system  and  free  government  in  the 
United  States. 

During  the  World  Columbian  Exposi¬ 
tion  in  Chicago  in  1893  a  motto  was  en¬ 
graved  over  the  doorway  of  the  Transpor¬ 
tation  Building.  It  was  a  motto  or  quota¬ 
tion  from  one  of  Bacon’s  sayings.  It  was 
this: 

There  be  three  things  that  make  a  nation 
great  and  strong;  strong  men,  a  fertile  soil, 


and  the  easy  conveyance  of  goods  from  place 
to  place. 

That  last  one  includes  good  roads. 

What  Bacon  said  a  century  or  two 
centuries  ago  applies  with  equal  force 
today  as  we  consider  this  bill,  H.  R.  7941, 
for  the  building  of  good  roads  in  the 
United  States.  The  bill  is  larger  than 
the  one  we  considered  in  the  Eightieth 
Congress.  I  could  wish  that  it  were 
somewhat  smaller.  We  could  build  and 
construct  the  necessary  roads  of  our 
country  if  the  bill  was  somewhat  lower, 
but  the  amounts  included  in  the  bill 
have  been  recommended  by  the  Public 
Roads  Administration.  Your  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works  listened  to  testi¬ 
mony  for  days  and  the  consensus  of 
opinion  was  that  this  program  as  out¬ 
lined  would  best  advance  Federal-State 
highway  construction  at  the  present 
time. 

I  happen  to  come  from  the  automo¬ 
bile  capital  of  the  world.  Within  the 
metropolitan  area  of  Detroit,  where  I 
have  the  honor  to  represent  a  district, 
14  different  makes  of  automobiles  are 
manufactured.  Of  course,  automobiles 
and  good  roads  are  inseparable.  You 
cannot  have  one  without  the  other. 

As  has  been  so  well  stated  by  the  able 
chairman  of  our  committee,  the  roads 
of  the  Nation  are  wearing  out.  Travel 
greatly  exceeds  anything  we  have  seen 
before.  Earlier  in  the  week  when  we 
were  considering  the  road  between 
Washington  and  Baltimore  it  was 
shown  that  over  32,000  vehicles  traversed 
that  road  every  day,  an  example  of  the 
immense  amount  of  traffic  that  passes 
over  our  roads  and  highways.  Natu¬ 
rally  it  wears  them  out.  The  average 
life  of  these  roads  runs  from  20  to  30 
years. 

Unless  this  great  system  of  roads  is 
kept  up  and  new  roads  built,  quite  natu¬ 
rally  our  method  of  transportation  in 
time  of  peace  and  certainly  in  time  of 
war  will  be  greatly  depreciated.  It 
would  soon  adversely  affect  the  business 
and  economy  of  the  Nation.  For  that 
reason  it  seems  to  me  we  must  continue, 
as  we  have  for  many  years  past,  to  pro¬ 
vide  funds  out  of  Federal  money  to  as¬ 
sist  the  States  in  building  and  expand¬ 
ing  this  great  network  of  roads. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  What  per¬ 
centage  of  the  $500,000,000  is  allocated 
to  the  secondary  roads? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  It  is  $150,000,000. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  That  is  cor¬ 
rect,  it  is  30  percent  of  $500,000,000,  or 
$150,000,000. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  Then  it  is 
the  same  on  a  percentage  basis  as  was 
allocated  a  couple  of  years  ago?' 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Yes;  it  is  the 
same  percentage  as  was  allocated  in 
the  bill  which  the  gentleman  from  Mich¬ 
igan  [Mr.  Dondero]  reported  and  which 
the  House  passed  in  1948. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  If  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  yield  further. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Certainly  I  yield  to 
my  colleague. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  It  is  fair  to  say 
that  the  principal  provisions  of  this  bill 
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are  a  repetition  of  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  1948  as  well  as  the  act  of  1944,  ex¬ 
cept  as  v/e  have  pointed  out  in  amend¬ 
ments  to  which  both  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Bondero]  and  I 
have  made  reference  in  our  remarks. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  That  is  correct,  with 
the  one  exception  of  $70,000,000,  which 
is  a  new  section,  and  which  has  already 
been  called  to  the  attention  of  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ANGELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANGELL.  Will  the  gentleman 
state  to  the  committee  the  amount  of 
revenue  received  from  gasoline  and  oil 

tfl/XcS  ^ 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Yes;  I  will  do  that 
in  just  a  moment.  I  have  that  in  mind. 

Mr.  ANGELL.  It  is  true,  is  it  not, 
that  much  more  money  is  raised  by  taxes 
on  gasoline  and  oil  than  is  put  back  into 
the  roads? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Yes;  far  in  excess. 

I  want  to  place  in  the  Record  the 
names  of  the  automobiles  manufactured 
either  in  the  congressional  district  which 
I  have  the  honor  to  represent,  immedi¬ 
ately  adjoining,  or  in  southeast  Michigan 
including  the  Detroit  area.  These  are 
the  cars  that  are  made  in  the  auto¬ 
mobile  capital  of  the  world:  Cadillac, 
Buick,  Oldsmobile,  Pontiac,  Chevrolet, 
Lincoln,  Mercury,  Ford,  Chrysler,  De- 
Soto,  Dodge,  Plymouth,  Packard,  and 
Hudson.  There  are  14  different  makes. 

To  answer  the  inquiry  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Angell  1  as  to 
how  much  money  the  people  of  the 
United  States  paid  for  the  privilege  of 
using  the  good  roads  and  how  much  we 
pay  in  Federal  taxes  on  gasoline,  oil,  and 
automobile  accessories,  as  well  as  on  au¬ 
tomobiles.  Last  year  the  amount  was 
$1,345,000,000.  It  is  estimated  that  for 
this  year  the  amount  will  be  about  $1,- 
500,000,000.  In  this  bill  we  are  asking 
the  Federal  Government  to  pay  back  to 
the  people  of  the  States  $636,500,000  each 
year  for  1952  and  1953,  or  less  than  the 
50  percent  collected. 

Mr.  McSWEENEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McSWEENEY.  Is  it  not  true  that 
any  educational  program  would  have  to 
be  predicated  to  a  great  extent  on  the 
ability  to  get  our  children  to  school  over 
a  system  of  roads? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Oh,  yes.  And  it  also 
includes  the  transporting  of  people, 
whether  to  the  office  or  factory,  and  other 
places  of  employment.  It  is  one  of  the 
most  important  things  we  have  to  con¬ 
sider.  All  men  cannot  live  near  their 
place  of  employment.  In  my  area  some 
of  them  live  as  far  away  as  25  miles  from 
their  work.  They  need  good  roads  to 
travel  back  and  forth  between  their 
homes  and  their  places  of  employment. 

The  whole  economy  of  the  United 
States,  as  I  mentioned  a  minute  ago,  is 
closely  linked  with  good  roads. 

.  Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SHORT.  While  good  roads  are  es¬ 
sential  to  maintain  our  domestic  econ¬ 
omy  in  time  of  peace,  they  are  almost  in¬ 


dispensable  to  the  winning  of  a  modern 
war  because  wars  are  lost  or  won  by 
transportation. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  The  gentleman  is  en¬ 
tirely  correct.  We  found  that  out  in  the 
last  war. 

Hew  many  miles  of  roads  do  we  have 
in  the  United  States?  There  are  632,000 
miles  of  Federal-aid  highways.  At  the 
present  time  we  have  3,200,000  miles  of 
roads  and  streets,  classified  as  follows: 
The  Federal-aid  primary  system  com-* 
prises  231,000  miles,  the  secondary  sys¬ 
tem  372,761  miles;  the  State  primary  sys¬ 
tem  39,000  miles;  State  secondary  system 
143,000  miles;  other  State  roads  16,768 
miles;  county  roads,  1,500,000  miles; 
township  and  other  local  roads,  634,000 
miles;  local  city  streets,  255,000  miles. 

Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  again  at  that  point. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SHORT.  Considering  the  enor¬ 
mous  size  of  the  United  States,  more  than 
3,000,000  square  miles,  certainly  our  mile¬ 
age  of  good  roads  is  far  below  what  it 
should  be  at  this  time. 

Mr.  BONDERO.  We  could  use  many 
more  miles  of  good  roads  in  this  country 
to  properly  and  adequately  provide  trans¬ 
portation  for  that  increased  number  of 
automobiles  and  other  motor  vehicles 
which  are  coming  onto  the  market  and 
on  the  roads  every  day. 

Mr.  SHORT.  It  certainly  would  re¬ 
duce  the  number  of  death  casualties  that 
occur  each  year.  I  think  the  Members 
should  recall  that  during  the  war  our 
road-building  program  was  seriously  in¬ 
terrupted.  Many  of  our  roads  were 
pounded  to  pieces,  particularly  in  those 
States  that  had  great  military  installa¬ 
tions,  and  particularly  in  the  States 
where  maneuvers  were  held.  Those  of 
us  who  visited  Louisiana,  Texas,  and 
other  States,  witnesses  highways  literally 
torn  to  pieces  because  of  the  heavy 
trucks,  even  tanks,  heavy  artillery,  bull¬ 
dozers,  steam  shovels,  and  every  other 
type  of  modern  equipment. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  might  say  that  my 
own  city  of  Detroit,  where  great  military 
installations  were  located  during  the 
past  war,  experienced  that  same  amount 
of  destruction  in  streets  and  roads,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  heavy  vehicles  passing  over 
them. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  The  gentleman  indi¬ 
cates  that  this  year  the  gasoline  tax  and 
other  taxes  would  amount  to  around 
$1,500,000,000? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  That  is  this  year? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  This  year.  It  was 
$1,345,000,000  in  1949. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  In  the  calendar  year 
1950  it  will  be  $1,500,000,000? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  That  is  the  estimate. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  We  just  passed  a  bill 
in  the  House  appropriating  approxi¬ 
mately  $455,000,000  for  the  road  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  fiscal  year  1951.  This  bill 
makes  authorization  for  the  years  1952 
and  1953? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Yes. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  This  half  billion  dol¬ 
lars  that  we  are  appropriating  from  the 
General  Treasury  of  the  Government 


must  be  matched  by  an  equal  amount 
from  the  States,  making  approximately 
a  billion  dollars? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  Will  the  gentleman  tell 
the  membership  what  is  the  story  of  the 
gasoline  taxes  today;  what  is  the  high¬ 
est  tax  and  what  is  the  lowest? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  think  the  State 
of  Louisiana  is  one  of  the  highest  States 
in  the  Union.  It  ranges  from  3  cents 
to  9  cents. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  The  gentleman 
is  correct.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  prob¬ 
ably  20  States  have  increased  the  gaso¬ 
line  taxes  in  the  last  2  or  3  years. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  Because  they  cannot 
raise  enough  revenue  to  match  the  Fed¬ 
eral  contribution? 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  No,  not  ex¬ 
actly  that. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  If  they  do  not  raise  this 
tax,  can  they  meet  the  Federal  contri¬ 
bution  requirements?  Are  some  States 
up  against  it? 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  For  both  pur¬ 
poses.  Generally  they  want  additional 
roads.  Frankly,  the  people  of  this  Na¬ 
tion  are  road  conscious,  and  they  are 
raising  the  taxes  on  gasoline  in  many 
States. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  That  is  a  very  impor¬ 
tant  question  that  I  raise,  and  I  would 
like  to  have  the  question  answered.  Are 
there  some  States  in  the  position  today 
where  they  cannot  meet  the  Federal 
contribution? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  cannot  answer  the 
question  directly,  but  I  doubt  it. 

No  evidence  was  presented  to  our 
committee,  that  any  State  was  not  able 
to  do  it. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  Maintenance  and  re¬ 
pair  of  our  roads  and  highways  is  one 
of  the  greatest  problems  facing  our  coun¬ 
try  today.  States  cannot  get  Federal 
funds  for  this  purpose  under  present 
laws.  The  States  must  pay  this  huge  ex¬ 
pense  for  maintenance  and  repairs  100 
percent  from  their  own  funds.  It  results 
in  some  States  having  serious  trouble  in 
matching  Federal  funds  for  the  regular 
road  construction  programs.  That  is 
one  reason  why  some  roads  in  some 
States  cannot  be  constructed.  It  results 
in  shrinking  the  programs  in  some  States 
to  expand  their  programs  on  primary 
and  also  secondary  roads.  There  have 
been  seme  suggestions  that  sometime  in 
the  future  demands  may  be  made  upon 
the  Federal  Government  to  come  to  the 
aid  of  States  in  their  tremendous  main¬ 
tenance  and  repair  problem. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  has  expired. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  three  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  The  informa¬ 
tion  furnished  the  committee  by  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Public  Roads  is  that  all  States 
will  be  able  to  match  the  funds  that  have 
been  allocated  to  them  up  to  the  1st  of 
July  and  that  no  State  will  be  in  default. 
The  gentleman  will  keep  in  mind  that 
each  State  has  2  years  within  which  to 
match.  If  they  default,  that  money  goes 
back  into  the  Treasury  and  is  allocated 
to  the  other  States. 
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Mr.  STEPAN.  Has  there  been  some 
diversion  of  the  gasoline  and  road  tax? 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  There  has  not 
been  much.  There  was  back  during  the 
depression,  to  provide  for  unemploy¬ 
ment.  Under  the  laws  of  some  States, 
by  constitutional  provision,  some  of  the 
gas  funds  have  been  used,  but  that  could 
not  be  called  “diversion,”  because  it  has 
been  so  from  the  beginning.  But  under 
the  general  Federal-aid  road  laws,  in¬ 
cluding  the  act  of  1934,  a  State  is  penal¬ 
ized  if  it  diverts  its  gasoline  taxes  to 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Permit  me  to  say, 
as  an  indication  of  the  extent  the  roads 
of  this  country  are  being  used,  last  year 
the  testimony  before  our  committee 
showed  that  32,000,000  people  visited  our 
national  parks  and  recreation  centers. 
About  one  person  out  of  every  five  of  the 
entire  population.  I  mention  that  to 
show  the  need  for  more  and  better  high¬ 
ways. 

It  may  be  of  some  interest  to  know 
the  amount  and  how  these  excise  taxes 
are  levied  on  automobiles,  gasoline  and 
oil,  and  where  we  get  this  $1,345,000,000 
which  was  collected  last  year  from  the 
automobile  users  of  this  country.  I 
have  the  figures  before  me.  These  are 
Federal  taxes  only. 

Seven  percent  on  automobiles  and 
motorcars.  That  is  7  percent  excise 
tax.  Five  percent  on  trucks,  busses, 
tractors,  and  semitrailers.  Five  per¬ 
cent  on  parts  and  accessories.  One  and 
one-half  cents  a  gallon  on  gasoline. 
Six  cents  a  gallon  on  lubricating  oils. 

As  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  in  the  Eightieth  Congress, 
I  supported  a  Federal-aid  highway  bill 
that  corresponds  substantially  to  the 
authorizations  of  H.  R.  7941.  I  urge 
the  adoption  of  H.  R.  7941,  which  is  re¬ 
ported  to  the  House  by  the  unanimous 
vote  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
that  our  highways  may  keep  pace  with 
the  growing  motor  transportation  needs 
of  our  Nation. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Patman]. 

DUTY  OP  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  TO  MEET  NEEDS 
OP  PEOPLE  WITHIN  THE  CONSTITUTION 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  today 
it  seems  that  every  effort  to  have  our 
Federal  Government  meet  the  needs  of 
our  people  is  branded  by  some  people  as 
socialistic. 

Yet,  those  who  recklessly  bandy  about 
the  charge  of  socialism  never  seem  to 
recognize  the  fact  that  the  Government 
has  certain  responsibilities.  They  like 
to  ignore  the  fact  that  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States  placed  upon  the 
Federal  Government  the  benefit  of  pro¬ 
moting  the  general  welfare. 

They  like  to  ignore  the  fact  that  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  by  almost 
unanimous  vote  enacted  the  Murray- 
Patman  Employment  Act  of  1948. 

They  like  to  forget  section  2  of  the 
Employment  Act  of  1946  which  declares 
that  it  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Federal 
Government  to  utilize  all  its  plans,  func¬ 
tions,  and  resources  to  promote  maxi¬ 
mum  employment,  production,  and  pur¬ 
chasing  power. 


The  philosophy  which  guided  Con¬ 
gress  in  making  this  historic  declara¬ 
tion  has  been  recited  time  and  again  by 
thoughtful  Americans  in  both  of  our 
great  political  parties.  That  same 
thought  has  been  expressed  on  many  oc¬ 
casions  by  those  whom  the  President 
appointed  and  the  Senate  confirmed  to 
administer  the  Employment  Act.  To 
take  one  example  from  many,  Leon  H. 
Keyserling,  now  Chairman  of  the  Coun¬ 
cil  of  Economic  Advisers,  wrote  an  article 
in  June  1945  for  a  businessman’s  maga¬ 
zine  located  in  Detroit,  called  Bildor.  In 
this  article,  long  before  anyone  thought 
there  was  to  be  a  council  of  economic  ad¬ 
visers,  Mr.  Keyserling,  who  is  widely  rec¬ 
ognized  as  one  of  the  ablest  and  most 
courageous  men  in  Government  today, 
said: 

A  democratic  and  free  society,  in  its  own 
self-interest  and  self-preservation,  cannot 
afford  to  let  any  part  of  its  population  fail 
to  enjoy  at  least  basic  minimum  standards 
with  respect  to  such  things  as  their  health, 
their  shelter,  their  food,  and  their  clothing, 
plus  protection  against  unemployment,  ac¬ 
cident,  and  old  age. 

He  then  pointed  out  that  private  busi¬ 
ness  also  has  a  responsibility,  that  in 
fact  the  primary  task  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  to  encourage  private  enterprise : 

Our  system  of  private  enterprise  should 
be  encouraged  and  stimulated  to  do  as  big 
a  job  as  it  can,  but  insofar  as  it  falls  short 
of  providing  these  basic  securities,  the  people 
should  act  through  the  medium  of  their 
Government  in  striving  for  the  balance. 

The  same  article  provided  an  affirma¬ 
tive  answer  to  the  phony  charges  of 
socialism  which  at  that  time  were  being 
uttered  by  the  devotees  of  Hayek’s  The 
Road  to  Serfdom.  Let  me  quote  from 
the  same  article: 

The  practical  application  of  this  philosophy 
will  place  private  enterprise  on  a  basis  of 
more  stable  and  flourishing  prosperity  than 
ever  before,  and  will  consequently  offer  the 
prospect  of  a  tapering  off  of  the  volume  and 
scope  of  governmental  activity.  Conversely, 
the  rejection  of  this  philosophy,  by  con¬ 
fusing  freedom  with  license  or  irresponsi¬ 
bility,  and  by  confusing  security  with  social¬ 
ism,  can  lead  only  to  bitter  internal  divi¬ 
sions,  economic  breakdown,  and  a  vast  in¬ 
crease  in  governmental  activity. 

This  economic  policy  seems  to  present  to 
us,  in  modern  dress,  the  same  central  prob¬ 
lem  of  our  democracy  which  Lincoln  had  in 
mind  when  he  talked  about  a  government 
strong  enough  to  protect  the  interests  of 
the  people  and  yet  not  so  strong  as  to  in¬ 
vade  their  liberties.  We  must  arrive  at  that 
middle  ground  of  cooperation  between  enter¬ 
prise  and  Government  which  is  essential  in 
the  American  tradition;  adjust  this  coopera¬ 
tion  to  the  complex  economic  problems  of 
today  and  tomorrow;  and  make  this  co¬ 
operation  the  vehicle  for  keeping  our  Govern¬ 
ment  democratic  and  our  enterprise  truly 
free. 

It  seems  to  me  that  in  this  important 
but  now  forgotten  article,  the  Acting 
Chairman  of  the  Council  of  Economic 
Advisers  expressed  the  sentiments  felt  by 
the  great  majority  of  the  Members  of 
Congress  when  they  voted  for  the  Em¬ 
ployment  Act  of  1946. 

At  a  time  when  we  need  above  all 
a  practical  and  realistic  understanding 
of  the  responsibilities  of  the  American 
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Government,  at  a  time  when  free  enter¬ 
prise  is  being  challenged  throughout  the 
world,  we  would  all  do  well  to  stick  by 
this  philosophy  rather  than  be  led 
astray  by  those  who  brand  almost  every 
govermnental  action  as  socialistic. 

RFC  TRANSFER  TO  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 
MISUNDERSTOOD  BY  BUSINESS  WEEK 

The  President’s  recent  proposals  with 
respect  to  the  RFC  have  been  the  subject 
of  interesting  and  completely  contra¬ 
dictory  interpretations.  The  May  13 
issue  of  Business  Week  carries  an  article 
titled  “Truman’s  Death  Knell  for  the 
RFC”  which  claims  that  the  reorgan¬ 
ization  plan  transferring  the  Corpora¬ 
tion  to  the  Department  of  Commerce  will 
“virtually  kill”  the  RFC  and  make  it  “a 
stand-by  agency  prepared  to  finance 
production  and  construction  in  case  of 
war.”  On  the  other  hand,  a  Washing¬ 
ton  Post  editorial,  also  on  May  13,  criti¬ 
cizes  the  President  for  not  converting  the 
RFC  into  a  stand-by  agency  and  for 
recommending  a  broadening  of  its  lend¬ 
ing  powers.  It  is  small  wonder  that  the 
average  citizen  who  wants  to  find  the 
facts  is  often  confused.  A  careful  read¬ 
ing  of  the  President’s  message  transmit¬ 
ting  Reorganization  Plan  No.  24  relating 
to  the  RFC  and  his  special  message  on 
small  business  lends  no  support  to  the 
charge  that  the  President  is  attempting 
either  to  kill  the  RFC  or  greatly  to  ex¬ 
pand  its  operations. 

NO  ULTERIOR  MOTIVE 

There  is  no  need  to  search  for  an  ul¬ 
terior  motive.  The  proposed  reorganiza¬ 
tion  has  the  single  and  laudable  purpose 
of  improving  Government  organization 
and  making  more  effective  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  services  to  business,  particularly 
small  business.  The  President  expressed 
this  purpose  clearly  when  he  said : 

This  reorganization  plan  is  an  important 
step  in  simplifying  the  organization  of  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Government  and  also 
in  making  more  effective  the  various  Govern¬ 
ment  services  to  business. 

In  his  small  business  message  the 
President  stated: 

Moreover,  by  concentrating  in  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of-  Commerce  the  supervision  of  the 
principal  services  to  small  business,  we  can 
more  effectively  mobilize  the  variety  of  re¬ 
sources  available  to  the  Government  in  meet¬ 
ing  these  problems. 

ORDER  RESTORES  FORMER  SITUATION 

The  transfer  of  the  RFC  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce  merely  restores 
the  situation  which  existed  from  Febru¬ 
ary  1942  to  February  1945.  As  many 
Members  of  the  House  will  recall,  the 
removal  of  the  RFC  from  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  was  moti¬ 
vated  by  reasons  wholly  unrelated  to  any 
congressional  determination  as  to  the 
appropriate  role  and  organization  of  the 
RFC.  The  Hoover  Commission  unani¬ 
mously  recommended  that  the  RFC 
should  be  placed  again  within  an  execu¬ 
tive  department.  The  Commission  was 
divided  as  to  whether  this  Department 
should  be  Commerce  or  the  Treasury. 

The  President  gave  careful  study  to 
the  Hoover  Commission’s  recommenda¬ 
tion.  In  his  judgment,  the  activities  of 
the  RFC,  like  those  of  the  Department  of 
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Commerce,  are  designed  to  assist  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  American  business  and  in¬ 
dustry;  they  are  not  related  to  those  of 
the  Treasury  which  is  neither  a  lending 
agency  nor  an  agency  charged  directly 
with  the  responsibility  for  promoting 
business.  He,  therefore,  in  accordance 
with  the  specific  direction  of  the  reor¬ 
ganization  act  that  the  Government  be 
organized  according  to  major  purposes, 
recommended  that  the  RFC  be  returned 
to  the  Department  of  Commerce. 

SAME  AS  IN  AGRICULTURE 

I  have  long  advocated  the  strengthen¬ 
ing  of  the  Government’s  services  to  busi¬ 
ness,  especially  small  business.  We  have 
already  demonstrated  in  the  field  of  agri¬ 
culture  what  can  be  dbne  and  we  should 
profit  from  this  experience  in  approach¬ 
ing  problems  of  small  business.  The 
small-business  man  needs  and  should  be 
afforded  assistance  similar  to  that  now 
furnished  to  the  farmer.  By  grouping 
in  one  agency  the  principal  services  to 
business,  both  financial  and  nonfinancial, 
the  reorganization  plan  follows  the  pat¬ 
tern  established  in  1939,  when  the  major 
agricultural  credit  programs  were  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

It  is  only  by  this  kind  of  organization 
that  we  can  make  it  easier  for  the  small- 
business  man  to  take  advantage  of  the 
various  forms  of  Federal  assistance 
available  to  him.  It  is  only  through  uni¬ 
fied  supervision  that  we  can  assure  the 
most  effective  and  coordinated  direction 
of  our  aids  to  small  business.  The  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  reorganization  is  to  provide 
such  unified  supervision.  This  is  its  ex¬ 
clusive  purpose. 

CORPORATE  POWERS  OP  RFC  BOARD  NOT  AFFECTED 

An  analysis  of  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  24  makes  it  clear  that,  except  for 
placing  the  RFC  under  the  supervi¬ 
sion,-  coordination,  and  policy  guidance 
of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  it  in  no 
way  alters  its  corporate  powers  or  the 
functions  of  its  Board  of  Directors.  The 
Corporation’s  status  within  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce  will  be  much  the  same 
as  that  of  those  35  wholly  owned  Gov¬ 
ernment  corporations,  including  the 
Federal  intermediate  credit  banks,  Fed¬ 
eral  Crop  Insurance  Corporation,  Fed¬ 
eral  Savings  and  Loan  Insurance  Corpo¬ 
ration,  and  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion,  which  are  already  within  depart¬ 
ments  or  agencies  or  subject  to  the  su¬ 
pervision  of  department  heads.  In  ad¬ 
dition  to  the  RFC,  there  are  at  the 
present  time  only  two  independent 
wholly  owned  Government  corpora¬ 
tions — the  Export-Import  Bank  and  the 
Tennessee  Valley  Authority. 

The  President  has  recommended  that 
certain  housing  functions  be  transferred 
from  the  RFC  to  the  Housing  and  Home 
Finance  Agency.  The  purpose  of  these 
transfers,  just  as  in  the  case  of  the  RFC 
transfer  to  Commerce,  is  to  improve  Gov¬ 
ernment  organization  by  grouping  pro¬ 
grams  according  to  their  major  purpose. 
The  removal  of  these  housing  functions 
will  not  weaken  the  RFC,  but,  on  the  con¬ 
trary,  will  enable  the  Corporation  better 
to  concentrate  its  energies  on  the  fulfill¬ 
ment  of  its  basic  mission. 

REORGANIZATION  PLAN  NO.  24 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  24,  by  itself, 
neither  decreases  nor  increases  the  func¬ 


tions  of  the  RFC.  It  is  hoped,  however, 
that  the  provision  of  other  types  of  aids, 
such  as  insurance  of  bank  loans  up  to 
$25,000  and  the  establishment  of  pri¬ 
vately  owned  national  investment  com¬ 
panies,  will  substantially  reduce  the  need 
for  direct  loans  by  the  RFC.  But  the 
RFC  will  still  have  a  vital  role  to  play. 
The  RFC  is  our  last  line  of  defense,  and 
it  must  not  only  be  retained,  but  also 
strengthened  so  that  it  can  meet  reason¬ 
able  demands  for  credit  which  private 
institutions  are  unable  or  unwilling  to 
provide.  The  RFC  can  perform  this 
essential  job  most  effectively  if  its  oper¬ 
ations  are  closely  integrated  with  other 
services  to  business  under  the  super¬ 
vision  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

(Mr.  PATMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks  ) 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  8  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Fallon]. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
strongly  urge  that  the  purposes  of  H.  R. 
7941,  which  is  now  being  considered,  be 
acted  upon  favorably.  This  bill,  pro¬ 
viding  approximately  $600,000,000  per 
year  for  a  2-year  period  in  Federal 
grants  to  States  for  highway  construc¬ 
tion  is  of  tremendous  importance  to 
each  of  the  48  States — not  only  as  a 
means  of  improving  the  highways  which 
is  a  most  important  factor,  but  as  a 
means  of  supplementing  the  employ¬ 
ment  and  utilizing  the  labor  for  national 
benefit. 

As  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Roads  of  the  Public  Works  Committee, 
I  approached  the  President  last  year 
concerning  the  need  for  better  highways 
and  he  indicated  his  interest  and  strong 
support  for  better  roads  throughout  the 
country,  realizing  I  am  sure  that  ease  of 
intra  and  interstate  transportation,  or 
travel,  has  contributed  greatly  to  the 
growth  and  wealth  of  this  country,  as 
well  as  the  understanding  existing  be¬ 
tween  our  people. 

During  the  time  that  hearings  were 
held  on  this  legislation,  I  heard  many 
qualified  persons  testify  and  their  testi- 
money  proves  conclusively  the  unques¬ 
tioned  need  for  bringing  the  country’s 
highway  transportation  system  to  a 
higher  standard  of  efficiency.  As  I  just 
pointed  out,  the  Nation’s  economy  would 
benefit  in  many  ways  if  adequate  high¬ 
way  facilities  are  provided. 

During  the  recent  war,  great  num¬ 
bers  of  our  armed  forces  were  engaged 
in  road  building.  Had  we  had  adequate 
highways,  this  would  not  have  been  nec¬ 
essary  and  their  endeavors  could  have 
been  utilized  to  a  much  better  advan¬ 
tage.  Thousands  and  thousands  of 
miles  of  road  were  built  by  the  Army. 

The  use  of  the  highway  today  is  ex¬ 
panding  at  a  record-breaking  rate. 
When  the  automobile  became  a  neces¬ 
sity,  instead  of  a  luxury,  good  roads  like¬ 
wise  became  a  necessity  for  the  rich  and 
the  poor,  for  business  and  pleasure. 

The  trucking  industry  is  of  tremen¬ 
dous  importance.  Nearly  8,000,000 
trucks  now  operate  throughout  the 
United  States,  an  increase  of  3,000,000 
since  the  war.  It  is  estimated  today 
that  60  percent  of  all  commodities  move 
over  our  highways.  Many  of  these  roads 


are  outmoded  and  in  need  of  constant 
repair.  At  the  time  they  were  built,  no 
one  could  envision  the  traffic  as  it  is  at 
present  and  the  cost  of  maintenance  and 
repairs  is  a  constant  recurring  one. 
Thousands  of  miles  must  be  rebuilt  wid¬ 
er,  heavier,  and  in  many  instances, 
straighter. 

While  maintenance  organizations  are 
performing  a  splendid  job,  nevertheless, 
it  is  an  expensive  one  because  money 
spent  for  maintenance  and  repairs  does 
not  have  the  same  economic  value  as 
money  spent  for  construction.  In  other 
words,  the  more  money  spent  for  main¬ 
tenance  and  repairs,  the  less  there  is  to 
be  expended  in  capital  outlay. 

The  motor  truck  is  an  integral  part 
of  our  economic  life,  and  from  the  re¬ 
ports  of  the  improvements  which  are 
taking  place  in  the  motor  industries,  it 
is  safe  to  assume  that  this  is  not  a  pass¬ 
ing  phase  of  our  development.  It  is  a 
specific  fact  which  cannot  be  disputed 
that  adequate  highway  facilities  will  ad¬ 
vance  greatly  the  economic  value  of  mo¬ 
tor  transportation  thereby  stimulating 
growth  in  other  industries  and  vitally 
effecting  the  Nation’s  economy.  From 
the  President  down,  I  do  not  believe  there 
is  any  variance  in  opinion  over  the  fact 
that  there  is  need  for  a  larger  highway- 
construction  program.  The  problem  to 
overcome  is  the  financing.  That  is  our 
problem  today.  The  passage  of  this  bill 
would  be  a  partial  present  solution. 

While  I  do  not  cry  “war,”  I  have  brought 
continually  to  the  attention  of  the  House 
and  to  the  committee  of  which  I  am  a 
member  the  importance  of  being  pre¬ 
pared  and  one  of  the  factors  of  prepared¬ 
ness  is  a  mobile  nation.  Should  the 
cold  war  develop  into  a  warm  one,  we 
have  no  assurance  now  where  the  attack 
would  first  come.  Certainly  we  know 
that  railroads  and  large  industries  would 
be  among  the  first  targets.  Good  roads 
would  give  an  added  avenue  for  escape  or 
attack,  as  well  as  transportation  to  and 
from  any  section. 

In  speaking  for  this  bill,  I  feel  that  I 
should  bring  to  the  attention  of  the 
House,  the  services  of  our  good  chairman, 
the  Honorable  William  M.  Whitting¬ 
ton.  He  has  been  in  Congress  since  1924 
and  will  have  served  continuously  26 
years  the  end  of  this  session.  Under  his 
able  chairmanship,  there  have  been 
many  pieces  of  important  legislation  de¬ 
veloped  and  passed,  among  them  legis¬ 
lation  improving  the  highways  of  our 
country. 

I  should  like  to  say,  at  this  time,  that 
it  has  been  a  distinct  honor  and  pleasure 
to  serve  on  the  Public  Works  Committee 
with  Mr.  Whittington.  He  is  respected 
by  the  Members  for  his  honesty,  fair¬ 
ness,  and  his  impartiality.  They  recog¬ 
nize  that  he  is  one  of  the  best-informed 
men  in  the  country  on  the  subject  of 
flood  control,  roads,  and  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors.  Men  in  Government  and  private 
industries  who  have  cause  to  contact  the 
committee  are  all  impressed  by  the  qual¬ 
ifications  which  I  have  just  outlined. 

As  you  all  know.  Congressman  Whit¬ 
tington  is  retiring  at  the  end  of  this  ses¬ 
sion.  It  will  be  a  loss  to  the  State  of 
Mississippi  and  to  the  Nation  as  a  whole. 
I  feel  that  the  passage  of  this  legislation 
today  would  be  one  of  the  culminating 
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achievements  of  his  career  as  chairman 
of  the  Public  Works  Committee. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  McGregor]. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
first  want  to  concur  in  the  statement 
made  by  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Maryland  with  regard  to  the  ac¬ 
tivities  of  our  retiring  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  should  like  also  to 
confirm  what  the  gentleman  from  Mary¬ 
land  said  about  our  distinguished  chair¬ 
man.  I  join  heartily  in  the  remarks  and 
the  sentiment  he  expressed  regarding  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whit¬ 
tington],  our  chairman,  who  will  retire 
voluntarily  from  Congress  this  session. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  have  served  un¬ 
der  his  leadership  for  about  10  years. 
Without  question  he  is  more  familiar 
with  the  subjects  that  come  before  his 
committee  than  many,  many  of  the  wit¬ 
nesses  that  appear  before  us  who  are  sup¬ 
posed  to  be  experts  in  their  particular 
lines.  At  a  later  time  I  expect  to  say 
more  relative  to  our  distinguished  chair¬ 
man. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  discuss  with 
you  just  a  few  minutes  the  bill  that  is 
before  us  for  consideration,  H.  R.  7941. 
I  concur  in  the  statement  made  by  pre¬ 
vious  speakers  that  without  question  this 
legislation  must  be  passed.  My  personal 
Opinion  is  that  there  should  be  a  few 
changes  made,  but  in  the  over- all  pic¬ 
ture  we  must  recognize  the  needs  of  our 
highway  system. 

I  know  of  no  project  submitted  to  the 
people  that  will  give  more  employment 
than  a  mile  of  road  construction.  Its 
ramifications  are  broad.  It  really  gives 
employment  in  the  area  where  it  is  ab¬ 
solutely  needed. 

However,  I  do  want  to  call  your  atten¬ 
tion  that  in  this  particular  piece  of  legis¬ 
lation  we  are  starting  on  a  new  pro¬ 
cedure.  Let  us  not  be  misguided  about 
it,  because  section  2  definitely  starts  us 
into  a  new  field.  Prior  to  section  2  of 
this  bill  we  have  always  had  a  50-50 
matching  basis.  I  have  heard  a  number 
of  Members  on  the  floor  asking  if  there 
is  a  section  in  the  bill  that  has  a  75-25 
matching  basis.  I  definitely  say  there 
is.  That  is  section  2.  It  is  based  on 
75  percent  of  the  money  being  allocated 
by  the  Federal  Government  and  25  per¬ 
cent  being  matched  by  States.  I  refer 
to  that  portion  of  the  bill  which  calls 
for  $70,000,000  for  the  interstate  high¬ 
way  system. 

I  recognize  the  fact  that  the  75  per¬ 
cent  will  not  be  used  if  the  States  do  not 
want  to  use  it.  They  can  still  go  along 
on  a  50-50  matching  basis.  But  when 
we  come  down  to  the  actual  reality  of 
the  subject,  there  are  very  few  States 
that  will  not  ask  for  the  75  percent  of 
Federal  funds. 

Let  us  all  remember  that  there  is  not 
a  State  in  this  Union  that  is  not  better 
fixed  financially  than  our  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  We  are  saying,  “Let  us  give 
the  interstate  system  75  cents  from  Fed¬ 


eral  Government  and  25  cents  from 
State.’’  If  you  are  going  to  do  that  for 
the  interstate  system  and  take  care  of 
some  of  the  city  folks,  we  of  the  rural 
districts  in  a  very  short  period  of  time 
will  say  that  what  is  good  for  one  group 
is  good  for  another.  The  first  thing  you 
know  we  will  be  outside  the  category  of  a 
50-50  matching  clause  and  away  on  a 
75-25  basis. 

Some  of  you  know  that  I  have  been 
quite  interested  for  a  long  time  in  what 
are  known  as  farm-to-rnarket  roads. 
Here  we  establish  a  new  procedure. 
This  bill  is  in  excess  of  the  bill  of  the 
last-biennium.  At  that  time  we  carried 
an  authorization  for  $450,000,000.  This 
one  is  for  $500,000,000,  on  a  50-50 
matching  basis,  and  $70,000,000  for  the 
interstate  system  on  a  75-25  basis.  So 
in  reality  we  have  before  us  today  a  bill 
carrying  $120,000,000  over  what  the  au¬ 
thorization  was  for  the  last  biennium. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  It  is  fair  to 
say  in  that  connection,  and  of  course 
the  gentleman  is  correct,  that,  when  we 
passed  the  authorization  back  in  1948, 
when  that  bill  left  the  House  it  carried 
$500,000,000  and  we  agreed  to  $450,000,- 
000  in  conference. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  The  gentleman  is 
correct,  as  he  usually  is,  but  the  bill  that 
was  passed  and  is  now  law  calls  for 
$450,000,000.  This  one  cals  for  $500,- 
000,000  plus  the  $70,000,000.  So  I  believe 
my  statement  is  still  correct  that  we  are 
$120,000,000  over  what  the  existing  law 
provides. 

I  think  we  recognize  that  in  the  last 
year  we  have  completely  destroyed  ap¬ 
proximately  23,000  \niles  of  highways  and 
have  constructed  only  approximately 
20,000  miles  of  highways.  In  other 
words,  our  highway  system  is  3,000 
miles  worse  off  than  it  was  last  year. 
What  is  causing  this,  as  was  so  ably 
brought  out  by  the  distinguished  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Maryland  and  other  speak¬ 
ers,  is  that  our  tremendous  load  increases 
have  so  depreciated  and  torn  up  our 
roads  that  it  requires  practically  all  the 
money  our  States  have  to  take  care  of 
the  maintenance.  They  do  not  have  the 
money  to  match  the  Federal  funds  for 
construction  costs. 

Getting  back  to  my  pet  theory,  that  is, 
farm-to-market  roads,  I  am  of  the  firm 
belief  that  the  activities  of  those  officials 
in  charge  of  our  highway  program  are 
such  that  they  have  not  carried  out  the 
intent  of  the  Congress.  I  refer  to  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  834  of  the  Eightieth  Congress, 
and  I  quote  from  the  law: 

In  selecting  county  and.  township  roads 
on  which  funds  are  to  be  expended,  the 
State  Highway  Department  shall  cooperate 
with  township  trustees  and  other  appropriate 
local  road  officials. 

It  was  my  privilege  to  introduce  that 
amendment  2  years  ago.  I  appreciate 
the  fact  that  our  committee  accepted  it 
and  the  Eightieth  Congress  accepted  it, 
but  I  cannot  help  but  make  the  observa¬ 
tion  that  we  still  have  too  many  muddy 
roads  in  the  United  States,  because  on 
the  local  road  distribution  we  have  49.4 


percent  of  the  miles  unsurfaced  and  50.6 
percent  of  the  miles  surfaced.  In  other 
words  we  still  have  49.4  percent  of  mud 
roads. 

Again  I  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  time 
that  we  gave  further  consideration  to 
these  matters  and  insist  that  the  proper 
officials  of  the  highway  department, 
whether  it  is  of  our  State  or  of  our 
National  Government,  get  our  farmers 
out  of  the  mud  before  we  spend  $70,- 
000,000  for  an  interstate  highway  sys¬ 
tem  based  on  a  75-25  matching  formula. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  The  gentleman 
from  Ohio  is  very  modest.  No  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  committee,  or  of  the  House, 
has  been  more  vigilant  in  behalf  of  the 
township  roads,  or  as  we  know  them, 
in  many  cases  the  county  roads,  than 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio.  If  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  permit  me,  I  should  like  to  point 
out  to  the  committee  that  as  a  result  of 
his  vigilance  and  persistence  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  been  advised  that  none  of 
those  roads  are  to  be  selected  or  ap¬ 
proved,  and  that  whatever  work  is  done 
on  the  farm-to-market  or  feeder  roads 
will  be  done  at  the  request  of  the  local 
authorities,  and  that  the  Bureau  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Roads  will  see  to  it,  and  if  anybody 
brings  it  to  their  attention  they  will  see 
that  the  State  highway  commission  does 
not  disregard  the  township  or  county 
authorities. 

The  gentleman  from  Ohio  is  entitled 
to  much  of  the  credit.  The  committee 
was  advised  by  the  Commissioner  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Roads  that  the  recommendations  of 
the  township  and  county  authorities 
would  have  the  consideration  of  the 
Commissioner  even  in  cases  where  the 
highway  department  might  refuse  to 
approve. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  thank  my  chair¬ 
man  for  those  remarks,  because  under 
the  existing  law  it  says  that  the  State 
highway  department  shall  advise  and 
take  into  consideration  and  consult  with 
the  local  and  township  and  county  com¬ 
missioners  and  township  trustees.  Some 
of  our  highway  officials  have  taken  that 
particular  clause  with  a  grain  of  salt, 
and  when  they  establish  secondary  and 
farm-to-market  road  systems  and  pro¬ 
grams  the  various  county  commissioners 
and  township  trustees  have  not  been 
called  upon  to  make  suggestions  before 
the  road  program  is  finally  adopted.  So 
I  am  very  glad  to  hear  from  our  chair¬ 
man  that  the  Public  Roads  Administra¬ 
tor  will  insist  that  local  officials,  both 
county  and  township,  will  be  consulted 
as  to  how  and  where  the  money  will  be 
spent.  This  will  be  good  news  to  the 
farmers,  school-bus  drivers,  and  mail¬ 
men  of  our  Nation. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  I  think  the  language 
of  the  law  was  “in  cooperation  with  the 
county  commissioners  and  county  super¬ 
visors.”  I  believe  that  was  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  suggested  at  the  time  the 
bill  was  written. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  Has  there  been  any 
change  in  it  at  all?  Is  the  word  “co- 
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operation”  in  the  law,  or  is  it  an  author¬ 
ization?  Do  they  have  some  authority 
or  some  responsibility? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  It  says,  and  I  quote 
from  the  law: 

In  selecting  county  and  township  roads, 
on  which  funds  are  to  be  expended.  State 
highway  departments  shall  cooperate  with 
the  township  trustees  and  other  appropriate 
local  road  officials. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  Yes;  I  wanted  to  know 
just  exactly  what  the  language  was. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  has  expired. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  three  additional  minutes  to  the 
'  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  If  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  will  pardon  my  inter¬ 
rupting  him,  since  the  gentleman  from 
Nebraska  has  asked  that  question,  I  am 
glad  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  went  into 
the  matter  of  the  township  and  county 
roads  because  no  man  is  more  responsible 
for  the  initiation  of  this  program  which 
was  started  in  such  a  modest  way  in 
1934  and  1936  than  the  gentleman  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Stefan].  With  the  per¬ 
mission  of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio, 
I  would  like  to  say  I  have  refreshed  my 
memory  and  in  response  to  his  question 
with  the  respect  to  diversion  that  the 
committee,  as  disclosed  by  the  hearings, 
was  advised,  as  I  have  already  stated, 
that  21  of  the  States  now  have  a  consti¬ 
tutional  inhibition  against  diversion  and 
that  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Aid 
Act  of  1934  against  diversion  still  obtain. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi,  as  well  as  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  might  say  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Nebraska 
that  I,  too,  recall  distinctly  his  activity 
with  respect  to  the  farm-to-market  sec¬ 
ondary  roads.  I  am  sure  it  will  do  his 
heart  good,  as  well  as  the  heart  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  who  is  now  speak¬ 
ing,  when  our  chairman  tells  us  that  to¬ 
day  he  has  been  advised  by  the  Public 
Works  Administration  that  our  county 
commissioners  and  township  officials  and 
local  officers  are  going  to  be  given  some 
consideration  when  the  road  program  is 
mapped  out.  They  will  have  some  say 
as  to  when  the  money  is  to  be  spent,  and 
that,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the  intent  of 
Congress. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  I  want  to  thank  the 
greatest  booster  of  the  farm-to-market 
roads  that  the  State  of  Ohio  ever  had. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  very  kindly. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  my  opinion,  this  bill 
must  pass.  There  are  some  amend¬ 
ments  which  will  probably  be  suggested 
because  I  think  the  House  should  decide 
whether  or  not  they  want  to  start  on 
the  75-25  matching  basis  or  continue  the 
50-50  matching  basis.  I  think  we  should 
decide  whether  or  not  we  want  to  in¬ 
crease  this  authorization  $120,000,000. 
Personally,  I  recognize  the  tremendous 
need  for  an  adequate  highway  program. 

(Mr.  McGREGOR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 


Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Pickett],  a  member  of  the 
committee. 

Mr.  PICKETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  for 
the  third  time  in  the  history  of  our  Gov¬ 
ernment,  we  have  under  consideration 
a  comprehensive  bill  to  further  Federal 
aid  on  the  primary,  secondary,  and  ur¬ 
ban  highways  of  this  Nation.  There  is 
no  substantial  change  in  the  provisions 
of  this  bill  from  that  contained  in  the 
original  act. 

A  brief  review  of  the  history  of  Federal 
aid  in  the  construction  of  our  highway 
system  will  call  to  mind ‘that  the  basic 
act,  commonly  known  as  the  Federal- Aid 
Road  Act,  was  approved  July  11,  1916. 
Since  that  time,  great  progress  has  been 
made  by  the  program  of  mutual  assist¬ 
ance  between  the  Federal,  State,  and 
local  units  of  government  in  the  con¬ 
struction  of  main  highways,  farm-to- 
market  roads,  as  the  secondary  or  feeder 
system  of  roads  is  usually  called,  and 
urban-highway  development.  Plowever, 
it  was  not  until  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act,  approved  for  the  postwar  period 
became  effective  in  1945  that  any  sub¬ 
stantial  emphasis  was  laid  on  farm-to- 
market  road  improvement  by  the  com¬ 
bined  efforts  of  National,  State,  and  local 
governments. 

Because  of  the  benefits  derived  from 
the  improvements  by  hard-surfacing 
and  better  construction  of  the  farm-to- 
market  road  system  by  those  who  live 
both  in  the  towns  and  in  the  country; 
because  of  the  importance  of  continued 
development  and  expansion  of  that  pro¬ 
gram  to  the  economy  of  this  Nation,  I 
want  to  emphasize  that  phase  of  the  sub¬ 
ject. 

I  note  with  some  pride  that  the  first 
money  made  available  for  allocation  to 
the  farm-to-market  road  system  was  ap¬ 
propriated  after  I  came  to  Congress,  the 
date  of  approval  being  December  28, 1945. 
That  appropriation  was  made  by  Public 
Law  269  of  the  Seventy-ninth  Congress. 

The  act  authorizing  money  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  permitted  the  expenditure  of 
$150,000,000  per  year  of  Federal  funds, 
for  each  of  the  three  postwar  fiscal  years 
of  1946,  1947,  and  1948.  The  funds  were 
to  be  apportioned  among  the  several 
States  on  the  basis  of  a  formula  written 
into  the  bill.  The  formula  provided  the 
apportionment  should  be  made  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

One-third  in  the  ratio  which  the  area  of 
each  State  bears  to  the  total  area  of  all  the 
States:  one-third  in  the  ratio  which  the 
rural  population  of  each  State  bears  to  the 
total  rural  population  of  all  the  States,  as 
shown  by  the  Federal  census  of  1940;  and 
one -third  in  the  ratio  which  the  mileage  of 
rural  delivery  and  star  routes  in  each  State 
bears  to  the  total  mileage  of  rural  delivery 
and  star  routes  in  all  the  States. 

The  act  provided  in  effect  that  the 
moneys  allocated  under  that  formula  to 
be  spent  in  the  respective  States  should 
be  matched  by  State  and  other  funds  on 
a  50-50  basis,  except  for  rights-of-way 
costs. 

In  1948  the  Congress  enacted  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Aid  Highway  Act  of  that  year  carry¬ 
ing  authorizations  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  ending  June  30,  1950  and  1951. 


The  same  fundamental  principles  were 
contained  in  that  authorization  as  were 
written  in  the  original  act,  although  the 
sum  of  money  authorized  was  not  quite 
so  large. 

Your  committee,  of  which  I  have  the 
honor  to  be  a  member,  is  again  recom¬ 
mending  to  the  Congress  the  extension 
of  the  principles  of  Federal  aid  that  have 
been  incorporated  in  the  two  preceding 
acts.  This  bill  provides  for  $150,000,000 
per  year  of  Federal  money  to  be  allocated 
to  the  States  under  the  same  formula 
as  the  previous  law  for  farm-to-market 
roads. 

While  the  sums  allocated  to  the  various 
States  are  substantial  in  keeping  with 
the  application  of  the  formula  written 
into  the  law,  my  own  State  of  Texas  will 
receive  a  far  larger  sum  than  any  other 
State  for  farm-to-market  road  purposes 
during  each  of  the  years  involved.  That 
is  the  result  of  the  physical  facts :  Texas 
is  the  largest  State  in  area;  more  than 
one-half  of  its  population  lives  in  rural 
areas;  and  it  has  the  greatest  mileage  of 
rural  delivery  and  star  routes  of  any 
State.  Texas  will  receive,  according  to 
the  estimated  apportionment,  the  sum  of 
more  than  $10,000,000  per  year  for  each 
of  the  2  years  to  be  used  in  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  farm-to-market  roads.  That 
amount  of  money  will  be  matched  by  the 
State  in  the  required  proportions. 
Therefore  the  total  sum  of  money  to  be 
available  for  farm-to-market  roads  for 
the  2  years  in  question  will  exceed 
$20,000,000  per  year. 

While  the  sum  involved  is  large,  the 
need  is  far  greater.  Since  the  program 
began  during  my  service  in  Congress,  it 
has  been  diligently  prosecuted.  We  have 
completed  construction  of  6,099  miles  o£ 
farm-to-market  roads  in  Texas  in  4 
years.  The  mileage  programmed  and  in 
some  stage  of  advancement,  but  not  yet 
completed,  totals  2,452.  That  in  itself  i&- 
a  substantial  accomplishment,  but  there 
are  thousands  of  miles  yet  to  be  im¬ 
proved.  Many  miles  of  roads  are  in  the 
planning  stage  Sind  will  be  constructed 
in  due  course  under  an  orderly  program. 

We  in  Texas  have  our  share  of  the 
total  number  of  motor  vehicles  registered 
during  the  year  1949  throughout  the 
Nation.  According  to  the  best  evidence 
available  the  number  in  the  United 
States  approximated  the  all-time  record 
of  44,350,000.  Along  with  our  share  of 
that  staggering  number  of  motor  vehicles 
traveling  the  highways,  we  in  Texas  have 
our  portion  of  the  hazards  of  highway 
travel  and  sustain  our  portion  of  acci¬ 
dents  resulting  in  death  and  injury  to 
persons  and  property  destruction.  Only 
by  continued  improvement  in  engineer¬ 
ing  and  technique  in  construction,  as  well 
as  by  diligent  application  of  sound 
principles  of  driving,  can  those  hazards 
be  reduced. 

In  order  that  continued  progress  may 
be  made  we  must  authorize  and  appro¬ 
priate  the  Federal  funds  for  farm-to- 
market  road  improvement.  I  am  glad 
to  add  my  endorsement  of  a  continuation 
of  the  Federal  aid  highway  program  in 
general,  and  the  farm-to-market  road 
system  in  particular.  By  passing  this 
bill  we  continue  the  road  to  prosperity 
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for  those  who  bring  their  produce  from 
the  farm  to  the  market  place  in  town, 
transport  our  children  in  safety  and  com¬ 
fort  to  their  schools,  carry  the  mail  to 
the  rural  homes  with  dispatch,  and  travel 
to  worship  in  our  churches  in  security. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PICKETT.  I  yield  gladly. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Is  it  not  true 
that  respecting  the  provisions  of  this  bill 
as  to  existing  law,  as  well  as  respecting 
the  provisions  that  have  been  embraced 
in  this  bill  for  the  first  time,  every  sec¬ 
tion  of  this  bill  was  carefully  considered 
by  the  committee  and  by  the  full  com¬ 
mittee,  and  the  committee  had  the  bene¬ 
fit  not  only  of  the  advice  of  the  counsel 
for  the  committee  but  the  benefit  of  the 
advice  of  the  counsel  for  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads.  That  advice  was  consid¬ 
ered  before  these  sections  were  adopted 
one  at  a  time  by  the  committee  and  em¬ 
braced  in  this  bill? 

Mr.  PICKETT.  As  is  always  the  case, 
my  chairman  is  eminently  correct.  May 
I  say  further  that  we  had  not  only  the 
advice  and  counsel  of  those  persons  and 
groups  to  whom  the  chairman  has  re¬ 
ferred,  but  we  had  that  of  highway  engi¬ 
neers  and  other  experts  throughout  the 
United  States  during  the  course  of  the 
hearings  prior  to  the  committee’s  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  in  executive  session. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Cunningham],  a  member  of 
the  committee. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  wish  to  concur  in  what  has  been  said 
already  by  other  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  regarding  our  distinguished  and 
able  chairman,  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  [Mr.  Whittington].  He  has 
rendered  valuable  service  to  his  com¬ 
mittee,  to  the  Congress,  and  to  the  coun¬ 
try  ;  and  I  regret  that  he  will  not  return 
to  Congress  in  the  future. 

This  bill,  H.  R.  7941,  is  basically  a  re¬ 
enactment  of  the  law  first  passed  in  1944 
and  extended  in  1948.  As  pointed  out  by 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  and  others,  the 
only  difference  is  some  variation  in 
amounts.  The  amount  for  the  farm-to- 
market  roads  will  be  the  same  as  it  was 
started  in  1944.  At  that  time  it  was 
stated  that  the  measure  would  give  for 
the  farm-to-market  roads  seven  times 
more  Federal  aid  in  any  1  year  than  had 
ever  been  given  in  any  previous  legisla¬ 
tion  by  this  Congress. 

This  is  a  good  bill;  it  is  one  that  is 
necessary  for  the  social  and  economic 
development  of  the  United  States.  I 
predict  that  this  bill,  which  extends  pre¬ 
vious  law,  will  serve  as  a  basis  for  all 
Federal-aid  highway  legislation  for  a 
long  time  to  come. 

I  have  jotted  down  some  reasons  why 
this  legislation  is  necessary,  although 
I  recognize  there  are  others  who  think 
it  should  be  larger  in  amount  as  well  as 
those  who  think  it  should  be  less;  but, 
certainly,  the  sum  arrived  at  in  this 
bill  and  as  agreed  upon  unanimously  in 
the  committee  is  a  substantial  and  fair 
amount  at  the  present  time,  although 
in  the  future,  if  I  understand  properly 
the  picture  according  to  the  testimony, 
it  will  be  necessary  to  authorize  larger 


amounts  than  called  for  in  this  measure. 

There  are  today  over  12,000,000  more 
motor  vehicles  using  the  highways  of  the 
United  States  than  there  were  in  1940. 
Obviously  this  calls  for  new  and  im¬ 
proved  and  better  highways  if  we  are  to 
give  them  the  facilities  they  are  entitled 
in  connection  with  the  use  of  our  high¬ 
ways  and  to  do  the  job  they  are  sup¬ 
posed  to  do.  We  are  collecting  today 
from  the  highway  users  more  money 
than  has  ever  been  collected  in  the  form 
of  excise  taxes,  paid  into  the  Federal 
Treasury  from  the  gasoline  tax,  the  tax 
on  lubricating  oils,  tires,  tubes,  new  au¬ 
tomobiles,  and.  automobile  parts.  I  do 
not  know  what  it  will  be  for  the  present 
fiscal  year,  but  the  estimates  are  it  will 
exceed  $1,200,000,000,  possibly  as  much 
as  a  billion  and  a  half  and  maybe  more. 

So,  generally,  this  bill,  as  well  as  the 
law  in  the  past  that  we  are  extending,  is 
only  giving  back  to  the  highway  users 
approximately  one-third  of  the  money 
they  have  paid  into  the  Federal  Treas¬ 
ury.  That  is  not  exorbitant.  In  fact,  if 
we  do  not  give  back  more  proportionately 
in  the  future  to  what  they  are  paying  in 
now  I  do  not  see  how  we  can  keep  the 
highways  in  the  State  of  repair  that  will 
be  necessary  for  the  automobile  traffic. 

Another  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  why  this 
measure  is  necessary  is  the  way  the  high¬ 
ways  are  wearing  out.  You  all  realize 
that  the  majority  of  the  paved  highways 
and  hard-surfaced  roads  in  the  United 
States  today  were  built  about  20  to  25 
years  ago.  Someone  told  me  the  aver¬ 
age  is  about  23  years.  They  are  begin¬ 
ning  to  wear  out.  They  are  wearing  out 
rapidly  today  and  a  tremendous  amount 
of  work  will  be  necessary  to  rehabilitate 
them  and  to  keep  them  in  the  state  of 
repair  they  have  been  in  in  the  past 
without  building  new  ones.  It  has  been 
estimated  that  at  the  rate  these  high¬ 
ways  are  now  wearing  out  it  will  take 
more  money  each  year  than  is  author¬ 
ized  by  this  bill  or  in  the  previous  pieces 
of  legislation  just  to  keep  the  present 
highways  in  a  proper  state  of  repair 
without  widening  them  and  without 
building  more  highways. 

Mr.  Chairman,  certainly  with  those 
facts  before  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
there  is  no  reason  why  this  bill  should 
not  be  passed  by  an  overwhelming  vote. 
The  country  needs  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  has  expired. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  [Mr?  Jones], 

(Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  in  the  consideration  of  this  bill  be¬ 
fore  the  committee  one  of  the  most  re¬ 
freshing  things  to  come  to  my-  attention 
was  the  fine  relationship  that  existed 
between  the  various  State  highway  de¬ 
partments  and  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads.  It  attested  the  splendid  work 
that  had  been  dene  by  these  two  organi¬ 
zations  in  bringing  about  a  program  of 
highway  construction  and  reconstruc¬ 
tion  throughout  the  various  States. 
From  that  wealth  of  intercourse  between 
those  two  agencies,  most  of  the  changes 


proposed  in  this  bill  have  been  advanced 
through  the  interchange  of  ideas  and 
working  together. 

It  is  a  fine  demonstration  of  .team¬ 
work,  of  the  ability  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  with  its  Federal  aid  program 
and  the  States  to  carry  out  a  program 
that  will  inure  to  the  national  interest. 
There  is  nothing  in  this  bill  that  will 
impair  those  relationships,  there  is  noth¬ 
ing  that  will  incite  differences  between 
the  agencies  that  I  have  mentioned.  The 
bill  keeps  that  fine  relationship  intact. 

One  of  the  tremendous  problems  that 
we  faced  in  the  committee  and  that  prob¬ 
ably  is  faced  by  every  committee  in  the 
consideration  of  legislation  of  prime  im-  . 
portance  to  the  country,  was  to  keep  in 
mind  the  thought  in  these  days  of  peril 
that  we  must  give  a  proper  accounting 
of  our  action  in  relationship  to  national 
defense.  So  it  was  that  we  wrote  into 
the  bill  section  2,  that  authorizes  $70,- 
000,000  to  be  spent  on  the  interstate 
highway  system.  This  interstate  high¬ 
way  system  is  comprised  of  some  40,000 
miles  of  roads.  It  was  brought  about  by 
the  Highway  Act  of  1944,  section  7.  This 
was  the  result  of  the  studies  that  had 
been  made  by  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ments  and  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads, 
and  of  course  took  into  consideration  the 
highway  needs  of  national  defense. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  T  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  In  connection 
with  the  interstate  highway  system,  the 
hearings  disclose  that  for  the  fiscal  year 
1949  the  improvements  on  that  system 
accounted  for  30  percent  of  the  total 
amount  programmed  for  primary  and 
urban  roads?  Twenty-three  percent  of 
the  primary  funds  and  46  percent  of  the 
urban  funds  were  interstate  improve¬ 
ments. 

In  that  connection,  it  is  fair  to  say  that 
the  purpose  of  this  $70,000,000  was  to 
enable  the  most  speedy  completion  of 
the  interstate  system,  in  which  all  of  the 
people  of  the  country  are  interested,  and 
at  the  same  time  to  make  available  to  the 
States  funds,  much  needed  otherwise, 
that  they  need  on  their  State  primary, 
secondary,  and  urban  systems. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  appreciate 
the  distinguished  chairman’s  observa¬ 
tion.  The  explanation  he  has  given  is 
my  understanding  of  the  situation  we 
considered  in  the  committee,  and  which 
prompted  the  inclusion  of  this  section. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Those  who  feel 
that  there  is  an  increase  here  might  well 
keep  in  mind  that  during  the  war  those 
municipalities,  the  communities  where 
there  were  roads  constructed  and  recon¬ 
structed  in  aid  of  the  war  effort,  received 
75  percent  Federal  aid,  so  that  there  is 
nothing  new  in  this  75 -percent  proposi¬ 
tion.  This  interregional  highway  sys¬ 
tem  is  essential  to  our  national  defense. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  The  gentle¬ 
man’s  observation  reminds  me  of  the 
military  maxim  of  N.  B.  Forrest.  After 
the  War  Between  the  States  the  great 
Confederate  general  was  querried  on 
what  he  attributed  his  great  military 
successes  to.  He  stated  that  his  military 
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successes  were  based  upon  the  theory  of 
getting  there  first  with  the  most. 

So  it  is  with  a  national  highway  bill. 
The  measure  of  the  success  of  a  national 
defense  highway  system  depends  on  the 
ability  to  mobilize  and  get  to  a  fixed 
point  with  the  least  amount  of  time, 
trouble,  and  inconvenience.  So  it  is  that 
we  have  given  thought  to  adequately 
preparing  our  national  defense  by  build¬ 
ing  up  a  fine  highway  system  that  will 
connect  this  Nation  from  one  end  to  the 
other. 

As  has  been  repeatedly  stated  by  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee  who  have  spoken 
on  this  bill,  it  is  evident  that  there  are 
not  sufficient  moneys  to  do  all  the  things 
we  would  like  to  see  done.  We  would 
like  to  see  an  even  greater  expanded  pro¬ 
gram  for  rural  roads  and  the  immediate 
relief  of  urban  traffic  problems,  which 
are  manifold,  and  certainly  are  obvious 
to  all  who  use  the  city  streets  in  the  large 
municipalities  of  our  country.  We  would 
like  to  see  other  improvements  made. 
But  we  realize  that  in  view  of  the  over¬ 
all  situation  this  bill  will  give  assistance 
and  get  the  program  once  more  on  a 
sound  footing. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  support  this 
measure.  I  know  the  passage  of  this  bill 
will  contribute  to  the  economic  growth 
and  well-being  of  our  great  Republic. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Fernandez]. 

Mr.  FERNANDEZ.  Mr.  Chairman, 
on  tomorrow  the  Subcommittee  on  Indian 
Affairs  will  have  before  it  the  top  officials 
of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  to  dis¬ 
cuss  the  resolution  introduced  by  the 
distinguished  gentlewoman  from  Utah 
[Mrs.  Bosone],  in  an  effort  to  determine 
what  steps  are  being  taken  and  what 
steps  can  be  taken,  to  relieve  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Indians  as  soon  as  possible  from  the 
restrictions,  the  hardships,  and  the 
burdens  of  wardship,  and  to  relieve  the 
Government  from  all  unnecessary  ac¬ 
tivities  over  the  several  Indian  tribes.  I 
predict  that  these  discussions  will  be 
very  important  and  productive  of  some 
profound  changes  in  our  Indian  policy. 

I  hope  that  in  those  discussions,  con¬ 
sideration  will  also  be  given  to  some 
more  immediate  problems  and  to  the 
steps  that  need  to  be  taken  to  relieve 
those  problems  pending  the  time  when 
all  restrictions  and  hardships  imposed 
on  the  Indians  by  wardship  may  be 
totally  ended. 

There  are  tribes,  such  as  for  example 
the  Taos  Pueblo  Tribe,  where  the  rights 
of  the  individual  Indian  have  been 
totally  neglected. 

It  has  become  more  and  more  evident 
that,  so  far  as  the  individual  Indian  citi¬ 
zen  in  that  Pueblo  is  concerned,  he  has 
absolutely  no  protection  under  our 
revered  Bill  of  Rights. 

For  example,  the  Indians  in  that 
Pueblo  have  no  right  of  assembly  what¬ 
ever.  Young  veterans  who  have  at¬ 
tempted  to  hold  meetings  in  the  Pueblo 
for  the  purpose  of  discussing  their  com¬ 
mon  problems,  have  been  prohibited 
from  doing  so  by  the  tribal  council. 
The  superintendent,  an  official  of  the 
Government,  who  called  a  meeting  to¬ 
gether  for  the  purpose  of  discussing  ways 


and  means  of  providing  space  for  GI 
training,  was  barred  from  attending  the 
meeting  by  a  road  blockade  thrown  up 
at  the  gates  of  the  reservation.  The 
Indian  veterans  who  desired  to  confer 
at  a  meeting  with  the  superintendent, 
were  forced  to  find  byways  in  the  middle 
of  the  night  to'  avoid  the  road  blockade 
and  hold  their  meeting  outside  the 
Pueblo  with  their  own  superintendent. 
Some  of  them  were  forced  to  break  a 
human  blockade  standing  arm  to  arm 
across  the  road  by  driving  a  car  in  low 
gear  through  that  blockade. 

They  have  been  forced  to  organize  and 
attend  GI  classes  outside  the  reservation, 
in  defiance  of  the  tribal  authorities  who 
prohibited  it. 

They  have  no  freedom  of  worship  in 
the  religion  of  their  choice.  On  the  con¬ 
trary,  their  children  are  taken  out  of 
schools  to  carry  out  religious  duties  im¬ 
posed  upon  them  by  the  council  in  their 
ancient  religion,  even  though  they  now 
belong  to  and  believe  in  some  other 
religion. 

The  council  has  interfered  with  their 
right  to  vote  at  State  and  general  elec¬ 
tions  by  the  threat  of  arrest  and  fine. 
Last  year  the  Governor,  who  insisted  on 
registering  as  a  citizen  for  the  general 
election,  was  forced  to  resign  as  gover¬ 
nor  of  the  pueblo  because  of  his  refusal 
to  arrest  others  who  were  registering  and 
because  of  his  own  determination  to  him¬ 
self  register  for  the  election. 

They  have  no  right  of  trial  by  jury,  no 
right  of  appeal,  and  in  fact  no  adequate 
courts  of  any  kind  to  deal  justly  with 
them  and  with  their  problems. 

They  have  no  right  to  install  electricity 
in  their  own  homes;  they  have  no  right 
to  install  telephone  services  in  their  own 
homes;  they  have  no  right  to  install 
water  facilities  in  their  own  homes.  This 
is  effectively  denied  them  by  the  council 
on  the  theory  that  it  violates  ancient 
customs  of  the  pueblo. 

Although  individual  Indians  have  been 
assigned  their  little  tracts  of  land  on 
which  they  have  built  their  homes,  they 
are  restricted  in  the  improvements  they 
can  make  in  their  own  homes  and  re¬ 
stricted  in  the  control  over  their  own 
places  of  abode.  The  council  has  under¬ 
taken  to  eject  from  the  reservation  In¬ 
dians  from  other  tribes  who  have  inter¬ 
married  with  Taos  Pueblo  Indians,  who 
have  lived  therein  in  the  homes  of  their 
spouses  for  many  years,  and  have  chil¬ 
dren  as  the  result  of  such  marriage.  The 
Federal  court  has  sustained  the  right  of 
the  pueblo  to  eject  those  people,  thereby 
effectively  also  ejecting  the  Pueblo  In¬ 
dian  spouses  and  the  children  of  such 
marriage. 

All  of  this  has  been  done  arbitrarily 
by  the  council. 

The  Pueblo  Indians  have  no  right 
of  self-government,  in  that  no  popular 
elections  are  permitted,  the  council 
members  who  do  the  governing  being 
either  hereditary  members  or  members 
added  to  the  council  from  time  to  time 
through  selection  by  the  council  itself. 

The  tribe  has  no  constitution  written 
or  otherwise,  has  no  ordinances  or  rules 
written  or  otherwise,  and  has  refused 
to  permit  the  adoption  of  a  constitution 
for  the  government  of  their  people,  and 


has  refused  to  permit  assemblies  for  the 
discussion  of  any  such  matters.  It 
rules  without  constitution  and  without 
laws  through  arbitrary  interpretation 
of  customs,  respecting  the  validity  of 
which  the  council  and  the  governor  are 
the  sole  judges. 

Indians  who  in  any  way  fail  to  sub¬ 
mit  to  that  kind  of  rule  are  harassed, 
abused,  and  are  entirely  without  protec¬ 
tion.  The  council  gives  them  none,  and 
they  have  no  appeal  to  State  or  any 
other  courts.  The  council  refuses  to 
permit  the  submission  of  a  constitution 
for  these  people. 

We  have  thrust  upon  the  Indians  the 
rights,  duties  and  responsibilities  of  citi¬ 
zens,  and  yet  we  continue  to  deny  them 
the  most  elementary  civil  rights. 

Unless  some  action  is  taken  by  the 
subcommittee  to  investigate  and  act 
upon  this  deplorable  situation,  it  is  my 
intention  to  introduce  a  bill  in  the  na¬ 
ture  of  a  bill  of  rights  for  these  unfortu¬ 
nate  Indians,  in  order  that  they  may 
have  a  forum  where  they  may  have  the 
right  to  be  heard  about  their  desperate 
situation.  It  is  my  intention  to  intro¬ 
duce  a  bill  that  will  give  them  the  pro¬ 
tection  any  ordinary  citizen  is  entitled 
to  in  the  sanctity  of  his  own  home.  Too 
long  have  we  upheld  the  rights  of  the 
tribal  councils,  wholly  failing  to  protect 
the  rights  of  the  individual  Indian.  The 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  has  completely 
failed  in  any  progressive  thinking  that 
will  extend  to  the  individual  Indians, 
limiting  themselves  to  creating  power 
between  themselves  and  the  tribal  coun¬ 
cils.  The  Government  pays  attorneys 
and  expenses  for  the  protection  of  the 
rights  of  the  tribal  authorities,  and  no 
action  and  no  thinking  is  directed  to¬ 
ward  the  most  elemental  rights  of  the 
Indian  citizens  themselves.  By  the  au¬ 
thority  of  the  Federal  Government  we 
have  forced  these  people  to  live  under 
the  most  autocratic  dictatorship. 

I  have  patiently  waited  on  a  request 
transmitted  by  me  to  the  Indian  Office 
on  behalf  of  veterans  in  the  Taos  pueblo 
for  a  ruling  to  the  effect  that  the  Indians 
in  that  pueblo  have  at  least  the  right 
to  assemble  and  discuss  their  problems 
among  themselves.  I  have  patiently 
waited  only  to  be  advised  that  there 
are  rulings  and  opinions  from  the  solici¬ 
tors  which  prevent  the  Bureau  of  In¬ 
dian  Affairs  from  writing  a  letter  or  an 
order  declaring  such  right,  which  the 
Indian  people  can  present  to  their  coun¬ 
cil  in  their  efforts  to  exercise  at  the 
very  least  the  right  to  assemble.  We 
cannot  wait  forever.  The  Indians  are 
patient  and  I  am  patient,  but  there 
comes  a  time  when  action  is  demanded. 
It  is  with  regret  that  once  again  I  have 
to  take  the  floor  to  say  things  that  will 
be  interpreted  and  criticized  as  an  at¬ 
tack  on  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs. 
No  one  appreciates  more  than  I  do  the 
difficulties  and  the  problems  confronting 
the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  but  when 
they  are  unable  to  move  even  in  the  most 
simple  request,  and  to  find  a  solution 
to  such  a  request,  I  can  hold  back  no 
longer. 

(Mr.  FERNANDEZ  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read 
the  bill  for  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral-Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916 
(39  Stat.  355),  and  all  acts  amendatory 
thereof  and  supplementary  thereto,  there 
is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  the  sum  of  $500,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953. 

The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal 
year  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  as 
follows: 

(a)  $225,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  primary  highway  system. 

(b)  $150,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  secondary  highway  system  as  set 
forth  in  paragraph  (b)  of  section  3  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat. 
838),  as  amended  or  supplemented  by  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948  (62  Stat. 
1105). 

(c)  $125,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  highway  system  in  urban  areas. 

The  said  sums,  respectively,  for  any  fiscal 
year,  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several 
States  in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law 
and  in  accordance  with  the  formulas  set 
forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944: 
Provided,  That  the  census  figures  used  in 
making  said  apportionments  shall  be  those 
shown  by  the  latest  available  Federal  census. 

Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under 
the  provisions  of  this  section  and  under  the 
provisions  of  section  2  hereof  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  expenditure  in  that  State  for  two 
fiscal  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year 
for  which  such  sums  are  authorized,  and 
any  amount  so  apportioned  remaining  un¬ 
expended  at  the  end  of  such  period  shall 
lapse:  Provided,  That  such  funds  for  any 
fiscal  year  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  ex¬ 
pended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the 
sums  apportioned  to  the  State  for  such  fiscal 
year  is  covered  by  formal  agreements  with 
the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  for  the 
improvement  of  specific  projects  as  provided 
by  this  act. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  move  that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Karsten,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit¬ 
tee,  having  had  under  consideration  the 
bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and  supple¬ 
ment  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act,  ap¬ 
proved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  to  author¬ 
ize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways,  and  for  other 
purposes,  had  come  to  no  resolution 
thereon. 

.cambalgn. 

(Mr.  RICH  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  and  include  an  arti¬ 
cle  entitled  “The  Whistle-Stop  Cam¬ 
paign.”)  / 

Mr.  RICH.  .-Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  insert 
this  article  Jay  a  good  old  Democrat  on 
The  Whistle-Stop  Campaign: 

Tub  Whistle-Stop  Campaign 

The  wheels  of  the  old  Pendergast  machine 
recently  rolled  across  the  Nation  with  the 
Chief  ' aboard  dropping  a  little  oil  here  and 
there. 

The  Chief  is  for  everything  the  taxpayers 
can  pay  for  plus  a  balance  that  goes  on  the 


cuff.  Nowhere  did  men  and  women,  who 
‘have  something  to  think  with,  hear  him  re- 
,  iterate  F.  D.  R.’s  safe  and  sane  platform  of 
1932  which  was  ballyhooed  when  F.  D.  R. 
.toured  the  Nation  preaching  economy  and 
promising  to  run  the  bureaus  out  of  Wash¬ 
ington. 

But  after  March  4,  1933,  F.  D.  R.  threw  the 
platform  int<|  the  ashcan  and  got  out  the 
'alphabet  soup  which  he  ladled  out  from  the 
Three  A’s  to  X  Y  Z,  and  he  set  up  so  many 
bureaus  that  the  boys  had  to  find  office  space 
all  over  the  Nation.  The  greatest  spending 
(spree  was  the  order  of  day  and  night. 

Prior  to  and  during  this  time  the  Boys  from 
(Moscow  were  crying  for  recognition.  Neither 
^Coolidge  nor  Hoover  would  lend  an  ear.  But 
Joe  took  control  by  bullets  instead  of  ballots, 
land  then — who  admitted  this  Ai  Capone 
gangster?  You  guessed  it — The  New  Deal. 

-  In  1915  and  1916  Paris  and  London  sold  the 
(U.  S.  A.  a  fine  bill  of  goods  when  we  joined 
jthem  to  destroy  the  Kaiser  and  save  the 
world.  The  doughboys  threw  in  their  weight 
■and  won  the  war.  After  this  job  was  done 
(Wilson  set  up  a  peace  treaty,  and  then  the 
boys  had  to  pay  most  of  the  bills  too,  with 
ijParis  and  London  running  out  on  their  pay¬ 
ments. 

Then  Hitler  came  into  power  and  built  up 
war  machine.  Colonel  Lindbergh  made  a 
Stflur  of  Germany  and  returned  and  reported 
fthe\facts.  Washington  only  sneered  at  him. 
Andlhen  Hitler  marched  into  the  Ruhr  while 
(neither.  Paris  nor  London  made  any  effort  to 
stop  hint  In  the  second  act,  Hitler  made  a 
corridor  through  Poland  and  signed  up  a 
(teammate-^Dncle  Joe  of  Moscow.  Joe’s  boys 
'  overran  the  nelpless  small  nations  and  helped 
fsack  Poland  while  Hitler  was  doing  all  right 
in  the  west  wiStf  France  knocked  out  and 
England  on  her  ftnees. 

In  London,  Winston  Churchill — the  great¬ 
est  salesman  on  earthy— s^iti,  “Give  us  the  ma¬ 
terials  and  we  will  dc^fie  job.”  He  got  the 
materials.  Then  he  wanted  the  money.  The 
United  States  of  Americstapiped  over.  Then 
he  wanted  the  men.  The  Sower  of  our  youth 
(was  again  conscripted  and  tne  greatest  Army 
(and  Navy  in  thejworld  was  set  until  D-day, 
^when  Hitler  was  driven  out  of  Prance  and  the 
tGI's  marched'across  Germany  ancpwould  have 
captured  Berlin.  But  they  were  \eld  back 
so  Joe’s  boys  could  march  in  with  tKVimple- 
,'ments  of  war  and  money  and  know-hoiy  fur- 
(nished/by  good  old  Uncle  Sucker. 

With  MacArthur  alone  knocking  out'hie 
,Japs,  Uncle  Joe  never  turned  a  hand  to  her 
but  F.  D.  R.  went  to  Yalta  and  permitted  JoS . 
|to  come  in  for  the  glory  after  the  Japs  were 
defeated. 

Hitler  and  Stalin  both  got  their  power 
through  gansterism  and  knew  each  other’s 
tricky  methods,  so  when  these  two  fell  out 
among  themselves  we  saddled  ourselves  with 
Pal  Joe.  Mothers  and  fathers  often  wonder 
why  their  sons  were  snatched  away  from  them 
ito  leave  their  bones  scattered  all  over  the 
world  to  win  a  pair  of  wars  we  did  not  pro¬ 
mote. 

When  a  nation  has  the  greatest  army  and 
navy,  plus  the  atomic  knowledge,  it  would 
seem  that  a  smart  administrator  could  say 
to  Joe,  “This  is  the  Second  World  War  we 
won,  we  saved  you,  and  now — by  gad — we 
are  going  to  draw  the  lines  and  write  the 
peace  treaty.”  Did  we  do  this?  No.  Bun¬ 
gling  Washington  junked  the  Navy  and  air 
power  and  reduced  the  Army,  and  Joe  is  rid¬ 
ing  high  and  handsome  in  Germany.  And 
another  conscription  bill  is  in  the  hopper 
to  recruit  another  million  young  men  to  go 
over  and  eventually  fight  Pal  Joe.  Who 
has  been  the  boss  in  Washington  since  1933? 

We  won  both  wars.  But  since  1945  we 
have  had  a  pipeline  from  the  United  States 
Treasury  and  our  resources  are  flowing 
everywhere. 

We  do  all  this  in  the  name  of  democracy, 
but  we  have  been  financing  a  socialistic 


government  in  England,  and  the  Chief  is 
riding  around  telling  the  people  what  his 
Fair  Deal  is  going  to  do  for  them. 

As  Al  Smith  always  said,  let’s  take  a  .Took 
at  the  record.  When  you  stop  and  think, 
we  never  had  a  Federal  income  tax/nor  an 
inheritance  tax  until  Woodrow  W/fson  was 
President,  and  that  the  country  Was  in  fine 
shape  without  these  taxes  and  had  a  small 
national  debt.  Now  we  have  ,  had  two  un¬ 
necessary  wars  and  after  5  years  of  supposed 
peace,  we  have  the  same  War  taxes  on  our 
wages,  our  food,  clothing  and  practically 
everything  we  buy,  and jthe  national  debt  is 
so  big  and  even  if  the/Federal  workers  were 
reduced  by  half,  the  generations  born  today 
will  not  see  a  penjiy  of  the  wasted  money 
returned  to  the  Treasury.  It  is  to  be  re¬ 
gretted  that  the  Chief  at  the  whistle  stops 
did  not  tell  thp'  people  about  what  has  hap¬ 
pened  under  the  administrations  of  F.  D.  R. 
and  H.  T.  But  the  people  are  waking  up, 
and  know  we  need  men  to  run  the  show,  the 
type  of  men  now  in  the  limelight  such  as 
Byrd  and  Taft. 

The  Chief’s  Chicago  production  was 
“corny”  with  a  lot  of  “hams”  on  the  bill. 

EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

Mr.  SHORT  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mision  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  an  article  entitled  “Water  Resource 
Projects  and  the  Budget”  which  exceeds 
two  pages  and  is  estimated  by  the  Public 
Printer  to  cost  $218.68. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Wisconsin  (at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  Mr.  Barrett  of  Wyoming)  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
in  three  instances  and  include  extrane¬ 
ous  matter. 

Mr.  VAN  ZANDT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  a  speech  delivered  by  him  at  Du 
Bois,  Pa.,  last  night. 

Mr.  HESELTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  an  editorial. 

Mr.  GAMBLE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  a  speech. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks. 

Mr.  JENSEN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  a  letter  and  an  article  from  the 
^Malvern  (Iowa)  Leader. 

Mr.  McGREGOR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  the  re¬ 
marks  he  made  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whol 

Mr.  BHILBIN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission 'to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  certain  resolutions. 

Mr.  DONOHUE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  tchextend  his  remarks  in  two 
instances  and  iia^lude  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  FURCOLfa  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  an  editorial,  also  extraneous 
matter. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT  askfd  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  a  statement  by  Mr.  Justice  Jack- 
son  of  the  Supreme  Court  of,  the  United 
States.  \ 

Mr.  MURPHY  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Price)  was  given  permission  to  extend 
his  remarks. 

Mr.  KEOGH  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Price)  was  given  permission  to  extend 
his  remarks  and  include  an  address  of 
Hon.  Walter  A.  Lynch. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Mat  18  (legislative  day,  March  29),  1950 
Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Bridges  to  tbe  bill  (S.  3424) 
to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Boad  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz:  On 
page  22,  beginning  with  line  7,  strike  out  all  through  line  5, 
page  24,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

1  (c)  The  $148,000,000  shall  be  allocated  to  the  States, 

2  and  in  turn  to  the  counties  or  parishes  or  towns  of  each 

3  State,  on  the  same  formula  presently  employed  for  dis- 

4  tribution  of  secondary  road  moneys  to  the  States,  and  the 

5  Commissioner  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Boads  shall  advise 

6  the  highway  commission  of  each  State  of  the  allocation  by 

7  States  and  counties  or  parishes  or  towns  six  months  before 

8  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal  year:  Provided ,  That  if  any 

9  county  or  parish  or  town  is  unable  to  participate,  the  funds 
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apportioned  to  that  count}7  or  parish  or  town  under  (c) 
shall  be  distributed  evenly  to  the  remaining  participating 
counties  or  parishes  or  towns  with  the  approval  of  the  State 
highway  department  of  the  State  and  the  Commissioner  of 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Boads:  Provided  further,  That  if  the 
total  Federal,  State  and  county,  parish  or  town  fund  does 
not  amount  to  $5,000  the  funds  may  accrue  until  such 
amount  is  available. 

(d)  jSTo  county  or  parish  or  town  shall  he  eligible  for 
participation  in  the  benefits  of  this  section  unless  it  has  in 
its  employ  a  county  engineer:  Provided,  That  two  or  more 
counties  may  join  cooperatively  in  employing  a  county  engi¬ 
neer  who  shall  devote  the  major  part  of  his  activities  to 
road  activities:  Provided  further,  That  the  engineer  so  em¬ 
ployed  shall  he  a  competent  road  construction  and  main¬ 
tenance  engineer  or  technician:  Provided  further,  That  not 
more  than  five  counties  may  join  in  the  hiring  of  an  engineer 
for  participation  in  the  benefits  of  this  section :  And  provided 
further,  That  in  States  where  the  construction  and  mainten¬ 
ance  of  local  rural  roads  is  the  legal  responsibility  of  the 
elected  governing  officials  of  the  town  the  State  highway 
commission  may  provide  engineering  services  to  enable  the 
towns  to  participate  in  the  benefits  of  this  section. 

(e)  In  the  construction  of  roads  under  this  section,  the 
Federal  Government  through  the  Commission  of  Public 
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Boads  shall  bear  40  per  centum  of  the  cost;  the  State  shall 
bear  25  per  centum  of  the  cost,  and  the  county  or  parish 
or  town  shall  bear  35  per  centum  of  the  cost:  Provided ,  That 
the  cost  to  the  Federal  Government  shall  not  exceed  $4,000 
per  mile. 

(f)  The  State  highway  commissions  or  State  highway 
engineer  of  the  States  shall  in  cooperation  with  the  engineers 
of  the  counties  or  parishes  or  towns  and/or  the  elected  gov¬ 
erning  officials  of  the  counties  or  parishes  or  towns  determine 
reasonable  and  practical  standards  of  construction  which  will 
provide  for  improved  rural  roads  and  of  economical  construc¬ 
tion.  Such  standards  shall  be  filed  with  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Boads  by  counties  or  parishes  or  towns  not  less  than  six 
months  before  the  start  of  any  fiscal  year. 

(g)  The  counties  or  parishes  or  towns  of  the  States 
shall  enter  into  formal  agreement  with  the  State  highway 
departments  that  the  county  or  parish  or  town  will  maintain 
at  its  own  cost  any  roads  built  under  terms  of  this  section 
unless  the  State  elects  to  maintain  said  road.  If  the  county 
or  parish  or  town  fails  to  maintain  a  road  built  under  this 
section,  the  Bureau  of  Public  Boads  shall  withhold  further 
allocations  to  that  county  or  parish  or  town  until  the  agree¬ 
ment  is  fulfilled  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  State  highway 
department  and  the  Bureau  of  Public  Boads. 


w 

(D 


cr 

Q 

o 

B 


s?  * 


a 


c- 


o  g 


P 

a 

a 


1  3 

3  g  2 
£.  g.  ® 

3  ®  ^ 
CTQ  &  os 
"*  O 


fej  cr 
®  £0' 
&-  — 
® 
i-i 
P 


® 


£r  O 

®  p 

°  s. 

O  £1 

GO  2 
c-f-  *~i 

I  s 

5<3 

H  w 

»-s 

O  o 

Hb  W 


r^ 

~  CO 

cf- 

P 
rt- 

CO 
Or 
Or 


P  g  &► 
^  w  o 

go  ct* 

3 
2 
.  £L 


^  CL 
CD 

CO  o 
i-P  C7“ 

p  o 

3  " 

® 

3 


to 

® 

a- 


aq' 

5 

P 

to 

P 


p  ® 

&, 

o'  3 

g  £, 

3=g 

*"*  *3 

8  U 

3  (T 


_  cr 

p 

s-l 


B 

3 


§ 


PI 

2 

0 

£ 

pi 

2 

H 


or  3- 

®  ® 


GO 

M 

m3 

®  o 

H§ 

co 

2  Q 
o  w 

*S 

go 

co 


c/> 

00 

to 

4*> 


May  19,  1950 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


7429 


rise  to  this  hospital  so  they  could  be  near 
teethe  institution  giving  them  attention  and 
hospitalization.  I  earnestly  protest  the  clos¬ 
ing  o\this  hospital. 

In  ySur  address  Monday  night  in  Chicago 
you  spolte  of  the  great  Northwest  and  its 
bright  futVe.  You  spoke  of  the  great  future 
for  our  wonderful  country.  You  spoke  of 
how  much  yok  wanted  equal  opportunity  for 
everyone  in  tJ^JCJnited  States.  What  is  the 
future  for  these\nen  striving  to  regain  their 
health,  to  recoverNjp  come  back,  at  Birming¬ 
ham?  They  are  thitoing  of  their  future  and 
their  opportunities,  ^fiow  can  we  give  them 
equal  opportunity?  CSu  it  be  done  by  clos¬ 
ing  this  hospital  they  iteed  so  desperately? 

They  gave  of  themselves  that  we  might  ‘ 
have  victory  and  the  chanciLto  enjoy  a  free 
country,  where  there  might  Be  equal  oppor¬ 
tunity.  Before  the  battle  this -Government 
promised  everything  to  these  boys  who  faced 
the  enemy’s  steel.  Now  that  ther  battle  is 
over  and  won,  it  is  convenient  to  forget.  In 
view  of  their  sacrifice,  considered  together 
with  the  Nation’s  foreign  rehabilitation. .pro¬ 
gram,  can  the  closing  of  the  Birmingham  l^ps- 
pital  be  construed  as  economy?  I  know  tnjs 
situation.  I  know  many  of  the  men  fighting 
for  their  equal  opportunity  at  this  hospital. 

I  appeal  to  you  for  action  to  prevent  the 
closing  of  the  Birmingham  Veterans’  Hospital. 

Edith  Nourse  Rogers, 

Member  of  Congress. 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESS  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  D’EWART.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  my 
remarks. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Montana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

DEDICATION  AND  REDEDICATION  OF 
GRAND  COULEE  DAM 

Mr.  D’EWART.  Mr.  Speaker,  all  of  us 
have  noted  with  interest  the  accounts  of 
the  President’s  recent  tour  of  the  North¬ 
west,  the  nonpolitical  objective  of  which 
was  said  to  be  the  dedication  of  a  gen¬ 
erator  or  some  similar  equipment  at 
Grand  Coulee  Dam.  I  have  also  heard 
reports,  which  my  recollection  tells  me 
are  correct,  that  this  is  the  fifth  or  sixth, 
or  perhaps  the  ninth,  time  that  Grand 
Coulee,  or  some  component  part  of  the 
structure,  has  been  subjected  to  dedica¬ 
tion  by  high  dignitaries.  It  seems  to  m£ 
that  the  secretary,  or  whoever  he  is,,.  in 
charge  of  dedications  is  in  a  rut. 

I  want  it  clearly  understood  thafcT  am 
not  suggesting  another  stumping  .tour  for 
Mr.  Truman.  He  managed  to  travel 
about  twice  as  far  in  Montana  this  time 
as  any  other  traveler  who-  crosses  the 
State  by  rail.  But  if  there  is  occasion 
for  another  dedication  ceremony,  and  if 
a  worthy  person  could  be  found  to  do  the 
honors,  I  think  we  should  consider  the 
fact  that  Glacier  National  Park,  so  far  as 
the  records  show,  has  never  been  dedi¬ 
cated  officially  for  the  use  and  enjoyment 
of  the  Americans  people. 

Glacier  Nafcfonal  Park,  as  you  know,  is 
one  of  the  nToud  attractions  of  Montana. 
There  is  ilo  comparable  region  in  the 
world,  certainly  not  in  our  country.  It  is 
a  park-' of  rugged  mountains,  high  gla- 
ciers./beautiful  forests  such  as  we  have 
in  no  other  place.  Hundreds  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  Americans  have  been  thrilled  by 
jts  grandeur,  and  we  in  Montana  who 
-'know  it  well  always  have  a  yearning  to 


visit  it  each  summer  for  as  long  as  pos¬ 
sible.  We  are  getting  along  quite  well 
without  the  folderol  of  formal  dedica¬ 
tion,  but  I  think  it  should  be  borne  in 
mind  when  dedications  are  considered 
that  it  really  is  not  necessary  to  stage 
these  repeat  performances  at  Grand 
Coulee.  We  would  be  glad  to  welcome 
you  all  to  a  proper  ceremony  at  Mon¬ 
tana’s  Glacier  National  Park. 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESS  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  address  the  House  for 
1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  my 
remarks. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

DEBT  AND  THE  BALANCED  BUDGET 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  been 
wondering  the  last  few  years  just  when 
it  became  honorable  to  create  debt,  when 
it  was  the  wise  and  sensible  thing  to  put 
the  people  of  this  country  into  debt,  or 
'  wen  to  put  yourself  into  debt  so  far 
tftg,t  you  are  not  going  to  be  able 
pay  it. 

I  dm  appalled  when  I  realize  thatahls 
Congress,  the  Eighty-first  Congress,  or 
we  might  term  it '  “the  Eighth-worst 
Congresses  going  to  be  $7,000,000,000 
in  the  red  ifais  year,  and  whefi  I  realize 
that  you  expect  your  childish  and  your 
children’s  chndren,  and/your  great- 
great-great-grahdchildrqfl  to  pay  the 
bill  that  you  are  hot  bfe  enough  to  at¬ 
tempt  to  pay,  I  thinkit  is  a  terrible  state 
of  affairs,  and  I  do  jfope  and  wish  that 
the  Congress  and  ef'ery  Member  of  Con¬ 
gress  regardless  off  whether  he  be  Demo¬ 
crat,  Dixiecrat/Republicam  or  whether 
he  be  liberal  or  conservative,  if  he 
calls  himselT’an  American,  wUI  strive  to 
balance  tMe  budget  and  save1'-,  creating 
debt  for  our  children  to  pay. 

FLATHEAD  INDIAN  IRRIGATION  PR' 

Mr.  MORRIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediaL 
Consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  8199)  tc 
amend  certain  provisions  of  the  act  of 
May  25,  1948  (Public  Law  554,  80th 
Cong.)  relating  to  the  Flathead  Indian 
irrigation  project. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  D’EWART.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  will  the  gentle¬ 
man  explain  the  bill  briefly? 

Mr.  MORRIS.  The  bill  (H.  R.  8199) 
amends  certain  provisions  of  the  act  of 
May  25,  1948  (Public  Law  553,  80th 
Cong.)  by  extending  the  period  of  time 
allowed  the  irrigation  districts  of  the 
Flathead  Indian  irrigation  project  to  ex¬ 
ecute  new  repayment  contracts.  This 
merely  extends  it  to  a  later  date. 

Mr.  D’EWART.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  with¬ 
draw  my  reservation  of  objection. 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  as  I  understand,  the 
bill  extends  time  for  the  contracts  to  be 
completed  without  any  additional  work 
being  done. 

Mr.  MORRIS.  I  will  ask  the  author 
of  the  bill  to  answer  the  question. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  No  additional 
funds  are  involved.  This  is  a  renego¬ 
tiation.  The  original  contracts  expire 


the  24th  of  this  month,  hence  the  need 
for  immediate  action. 

Mr.  RICH.  They  are  not  going  tp  do 
something  now  by  the  extension  of'  this 
act  that  will  permit  some  new  project  to 
come  in  under  this  bill  that  will  create 
additional  expense  in  order  to  be  com¬ 
pleted? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Not/fti  the  least. 

Mr.  RICH.  In  other  \yords,  this  ends 
it  when  the  time  limit  has  expired? 

Mr.  MORRIS.  Yes, 

Mr.  RICH.  Thaijk  goodness  we  end 
something  very  soon. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  tj tfe  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa?  , 

There  beijdfg  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bifl,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  repayment  ad¬ 
justments  and  other  provisions  of  sections 
1  and  £  ot  the  act  of  May  25,  1948  (Public 
Law  354,  80th  Cong.),  providing  for  the  ad- 
jusjcient  of  irrigation  charges  on  the  Flat- 
Indian  irrigation  project,  Montana,  and 
other  purposes,  shall  be  effective  as  to 
lands  included  in  any  irrigation  district 
which  has  or  which  shall  have  entered  into 
a  contract  by  May  25,  1951,  as  provided  for 
in  said  act.  Said  act  as  herein  amended  shall 
not  be  deemed  to  defer  the  repayment  obli¬ 
gations  provided  for  in  existing  contracts 
between  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  any 
irrigation  district  on  the  Flathead  Indian ' 
irrigation  project  which  has  not  entered  into 
a  repayment  contract  conforming  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  act  of  May  25,  1948,  as  herein 
amended,  unless  and  until  such  district  shall 
have  entered  into  such  a  contract :  Provided, 
That  the  provisions  and  requirements  of  sec¬ 
tion  5  of  said  act  shall  be  effective  when  an 
irrigation  district  or  districts  containing  not 
less  than  70  percent  of  the  irrigable  acreage 
of  the  non-Indian  lands  within  the  Flathead 
Indian  irrigation  project  shall  have  entered 
into  repayment  contracts  under  said  act. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ments  : 

Page  1,  line  9,  strike  out  “by  May  25,  1951, 
as  provided  for  in  said  act”  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  “conforming  to  the  provisions 
of  said  act  on  or  before  May  25,  1951.” 

Page  2,  line  9,  strike  out  “provisions  and 
requirements  of  section  5  of  said  act  shall 
be  effective”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “ap¬ 
propriation  authorizations  of  said  act  shall 
t,be  effective,  and  moneys  appropriated  there- 
ider  shall  be  available  for  expenditure.” 

ie  committee  amendments  were 
agr^d  to. 

Thdtbill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  reak  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  ancKpassed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was\id  on  the  table. 


SPEC! 


ORDER  GRANTED 


Mr.  STEED 'Vas  given  permission  to 
address  the  HcrUse  for  10  minutes  on 
Monday  next,  following  the  legislative 
program  and  any  social  orders  hereto¬ 
fore  entered. 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRlSgS  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  RANKIN.  Mr.  Shaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  tod  extend 
my  remarks.  •. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

[Mr.  RANKIN  addressed  the  House. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Appendix.] 
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Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mi'.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  Request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

THE  GOVERNMENT  DEFICIT 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Rich]  wanted  to  rise  in  the  defense  of 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
DonderoI.  I  think  the  gentleman  needs 
to  defend  himself  in  relation  to  the 
speech  he  made  a  few  minutes  ago  about 
the  Government  deficit,  because  that 
deficit  is  caused  by  the  tax  bill  which  the 
Republican- controlled  Eightieth  Con¬ 
gress  passed  and  for  which  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Rich] 
voted. 

Mr.  RICH.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  RICH.  I  want  to  say  that  we 
gave  the  people  of  this  country  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  get  their  taxes  reduced. 
All  the  gentleman  is  doing  is  spending 
money.  He  does  not  want  to  economize. 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESS  THE  HOUSE 
*  \ 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
address  the  House  for  1  minute  and  to 
revise  and  extend  my  remarks. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Nebraska  ? 

There  was  no  objection. 

THE  GOVERNMENT  DEFICIT 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  the  majority  leader  of  the  House  has 
spoken  about  the  tax  bill  passed  by  the 
Eightieth  Congress.  I  call  his  attention 
to  the  fact  that  the  membership  on  his 
side  helped  to  override  the  President’s 
veto  on  that  tax  bill  and  that  it  did  give 
relief  to  some  7,000,000  taxpayers,  be¬ 
sides  the  aged  and  the  blind.  The  Eight¬ 
ieth  Congress  balanced  the  budget,  made 
a  big  payment  on  the  national  debt  and 
cut  taxes. 

I  would  ask  the  majority  leader,  if  he 
objects  so  seriously  to  the  tax  bill  that 
was  passed  for  the  relief  of  the  people  of 
the  United  States  whether  he  has  pre¬ 
pared  any  bill  that  would  replace  the  tax 
on  these  same  people.  He  and  the  ad¬ 
ministration  ought  to  keep  faith  and 
get  behind  legislation  to  raise  taxes — 
they  have  a  majority  of  90  in  the  House. 
They  should  act  as  they  talk  if  sincere 
about  the  tax  bill  of  the  Eightieth  Con¬ 
gress. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  voted  against 
that  tax  bilL 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  But  your 
party  helped  to  override  the  President’s 
veto — perhaps  you  lost  control  of  your 
party. 

JOINT  COMMITTEE  ON  NAVAJO-HOPI 
INDIAN  ADMINISTRATION 

The  SPEAKER.  Pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  10  (a)  of  Public  Law 
474,  Eighty-first  Congress,  the  Chair  ap¬ 
points  as  members  of  the  Joint  Commit¬ 


tee  on  Navajo -Hopi  Indian  Administra/ 
tion  the  following  members  on  the  pa/t 
of  the  House:  Mr.  Murdock,  of  Arizona! 
Mr.  Morris,  of  Oklahoma;  and  Mr. 
D’Ewart,  of  Montana. 

EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

Mrs.  KELLY  of  New  York  as^fed  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  her  re¬ 
marks  and  include  a  speech  by  the  gen¬ 
tlewoman  from  New  Jersey  [Mrs. 
Norton].  > 

Mr.  BIEMILLER  asked  arid  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  an  address  delivered  by  the  Pres¬ 
ident  of  the  United  States  in  Madison, 
Wis. 

Mr.  BIEMILLER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in 
three  instances  and-  include  extraneous 
matter. 

Mr.  CHRISTOPHER  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks. 

Mr.  BARTLETT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  and 
include  an  editorial. 

Mr.  BREEN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  an  editorial  from  the  Dayton  Daily 
News. 

Mr.  LANE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  three 
separate  instances  and  in  each  to  include 
extraneous  matter. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  her  remarks 
in  two  separate  instances  and  in  each  to 
include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  MASON  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  George  Sokolsky’s  defense  of  Louis 
Budenz. 

Mr.  McGREGOR  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  the  re¬ 
mark^  he  expects  to  make  in  the  Com¬ 
mitted  of  the  Whole  today  and  include 
various .  charts. 

Mr.  ANGELL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  the  remarks 
he  expects  to  make  in  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  today  and  include  extraneous 
matter. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts  asked 
and  was  given  .permission  to  extend  his 
remarks  and  irielude  a  letter  from  em¬ 
ployees  who  are  protesting  against  los¬ 
ing  their  employment. 

Mr.  PETERSON  -asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  and 
include  a  poem  and -newspaper  article. 

Mr.  LUCAS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  an  article  from  the  Weatherford 
Democrat  by  Claud  Gamer. 

Mr.  WALTER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  Remarks  and 
include  a  speech  delivered  bWMr.  Green. 

Mr.  MORRISON  asked  ancmvas  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  two 
instances,  in  one  to  include  a  speech  by 
Dr.  Walter  Adams. 

Mr.  MICHENER  asked  and  wa^Wiven 
permission  to  extend  his  remark.^  and 
include  an  editorial. 

Mi’.  ELLIOTT  asked  and  was  gi^ 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
include  a  speech  delivered  by  Dr.  C. 
Williams,  professor  of  history  at  1 
University  of  Alabama. 


FEDERAL  AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1950 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to 
amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid 
Road  Act,  approved  July  11,  1916  (39 
Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
continuing  the  construction  of  highways, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  fur¬ 
ther  consideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  7941, 
with  Mr.  Karsten  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit¬ 
tee  rose  on  yesterday,  the  Clerk  had  read 
through  the  first  section  of  the  bill. 

Are  there  amendments  to  section  1? 
If  not,  the  Clerk  will  read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  2.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting 
the  construction,  reconstruction,  and  im¬ 
provement,  inclusive  of  necessary  bridges  and 
tunnels,  of  the  National  System  of  Inter¬ 
state  Highways,  designated  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  section  7  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  838), 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  the  additional  sum  of  $70,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a 
like  additional  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1953.  The  sum  herein  author¬ 
ized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  apportioned 
among  the  several  States  in  the  ratio  which 
the  population  of  each  State  bears  to  the 
total  population  of  all  of  the  States  as  shown 
by  the  latest  available  Federal  census:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  State  shall  receive  less  than 
three-fourths  of  1  percent  of  the  sum  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  apportioned  for  each  year 
under  this  subsection,  and  the  sum  appor¬ 
tioned  to  each  State  may  be  utilized  to  pay 
the  Federal  pro  rata  share  now  authorized 
by  law  on  account  of  any  project  on  the 
National  System  of  Interstate  Highways,  or 
may  be  used  to  increase  the'Federal  payment 
on  account  of  any  such  project  financed  with 
Federal-aid  primary  or  urban  funds  by  one- 
half  of  the  State’s  share  of  the  cost  thereof 
over  and  above  the  regular  Federal  pro  rata 
now  authorized  in  such  State. 

(b)  Any  State  that  shall  issue  bonds  and 
use  the  proceeds  of  such  bonds  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  toll-free  facilities  in  order  to 
accelerate  the  improvement  of  the  National 
System  of  Interstate  Highways  may  apply 
any  portion  of  the  fiinds  herein,  or  here¬ 
after,  authorized  for  expenditure  on  said 
system  of  highways  and  apportioned  to  such 
State  under  the  provisions  of  this  section 
to  aid  in  retirement  of  annual  maturities 
of  the  principal  indebtedness  of  such  bonds 
to  the  extent  that  the  proceeds  of  such  bonds 
are  actually  expended  in  the  construction  of 
said  system  of  highways:  Provided,  That  pay¬ 
ment  of  Federal  funds  on  the  principal  in¬ 
debtedness  of  such  bonds  shall  be  made  only 
on  account  of  any  such  facility  that  is  con¬ 
structed  in  accordance  with  plans  and  speci¬ 
fications  approved  in  advance  of  construction 
by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  payment  of  Federal  funds 
pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  not  exceed 
the  pro  rata  basis  authorized  by  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section:  And  provided  further. 
That  payments  to  any  State  pursuant  to  this 
subsection  shall  be  made  exclusively  from 
apportionments  to  such  State  from  funds 
authorized  by  the  Congress  to  be  appor¬ 
tioned  for  expenditure  on  said  system  of 
highways  and  this  subsection  shall  not  be 
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construed  as  a  commitment  or  obligation  on 
the  part  of  the  United  States  to  provide  such 
funds. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  olfered  by  Mr.  McGregor:  On 
page  3,  line  6,  strike  out  all  of  section  2 
starting  In  line  6,  page  3,  and  running  down 
to  and  including  line  2  on  page  5. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  the  Clerk  has  just  read 
strikes  out  section  2,  which  refers  to  the 
allocation  of  $70,000,000  for  an  inter¬ 
state  highway  system  under  a  new  for¬ 
mula  that  is  established  in  this  enabling 
legislation.  This  formula  is  75  percent 
Federal  participation  and  25  percent 
State. 

Under  the  law  that  has  been  in  ex¬ 
istence  for  a  number  of  years,  we  have 
a  50-50  matching  basis.  In  other  words, 
the  Federal  Government  puts  up  50  cents 
and  the  various  States  put  up  50  cents. 
This  covers  all  groups  of  roads.  Under 
the  bill  before  us  for  consideration  now, 
section  2  sets  aside  $70,000,000  for  what 
Is  known  as  an  interstate  system,  and  in 
the  allocation  we  have  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  putting  up  75  cents  and  the 
States  25  cents. 

I  think  you  will  agree  with  me  that 
every  State  is  better  fixed  financially 
than  our  Federal  Government,  so  why 
should  we  ask  the  Federal  Government 
to  put  up  75  cents  for  a  special  road 
program  and  the  States  only  25  cents  for 
this  program?  If  that  formula  is  good 
for  the  interstate  highway  system,  why 
is  not  that  formula  good  for  the  other 
highway  systems  as,  for  instance,  the 
farm-to-market  roads,  the  primary 
roads,  and  other  systems? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  The  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  is  not  proposing,  is  he, 
that  we  change  the  formula  with  respect 
to  other  roads  such  as  the  farm-to-mar¬ 
ket  roads,  rural  roads,  and  urban  roads? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  am  opposed  to 
any  changing  of  the  existing  formula, 
because  the  existing  formula  calls  for  a 
50-50  matching  clause.  I  do  not  think 
we  should  give  preferential  treatment, 
either,  to  one  particular  type  of  road.  I 
might  call  to  the  gentleman’s  attention 
that  the  so-called  interstate  system  rep¬ 
resents  only  20  percent  of  the  road  con¬ 
struction  in  the  United  States. 

So  why  should  we  set  aside  $70,000,000 
in  addition  to  the  regular  funds  which 
will  be  allocated  to  them  under  the  other 
formula  if  this  special  road  system  only 
represents  20  percent  of  the  road  mileage 
in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  am  sure 
the  gentleman  recalls  that  the  hearings 
disclosed  approximately  30  percent  of 
the  total  amount  of  the  roads  program 
in  1949  was  for  the  interstate  system.  If 
this  interstate  system  is  going  to  serve 
the  functions  for  which  it  was  designed, 
then  it  is  a  Federal  responsibility  and 
it  will  eliminate  a  tremendous  amount 


of  the  matching  on  the  part  of  the  States. 
Therefore,  since  it  is  primarily  a  func¬ 
tion  of  the  Federal  Government,  that  is 
the  reason  the  formula  was  written  as 
it  was. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  recognize  the  ar¬ 
gument  that  the  gentleman  makes. 
That  argument  has  been  proposed  for  a 
number  of  years  by  a  group  of  individ¬ 
uals  who  want  the  Federal  Government 
to  pay  more  than  the  States.  But  why 
is  this  interstate  system  any  more  im¬ 
portant  than  any  other  system?  Your 
intei’state  system  is  going  to  carry  in¬ 
dividuals  on  a  pleasure  trip  and  perhaps 
may  be  a  truck  route,  but  why  is  it  more 
necessary  than  the  farm-to-market  road 
which  will  bring  the  produce  from  the 
farm  to  the  market?  Why  is  it  more 
necessary  than  the  State  system  of  roads. 
Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  one  thing  back  of 
this  whole  program  and  that  is  a  drive  to 
break  down  the  50-50  formula  for  match¬ 
ing  funds  in  our  highway  program  and 
to  start  a  definite  program  to  change  the 
matching  formula  from  the  now  existing 
law  of  50-50  to  75  percent  to  25  percent. 

I  reiterate,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  you  are 
going  to  establish  a  formula  of  75-25 
for  the  interstate  system  of  highways, 
then  why  should  it  not  be  established 
for  the  other  systems.  I  want  to  state 
unequivocally  that  I  am  opposed  to  the 
75-25  formula  whether  it  be  for  the  in¬ 
terstate  system  of  roads,  or  for  the  farm- 
to-market  system  of  roads. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  has  expired. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for 
five  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  This  $70,000,000  which 
is  set  up  here  is  merely  foot-in-the-door 
legislation,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  That  is  absolutely 
correct.  The  record  will  show  that  this 
$70,000,000  is  simply  a  drop  in  the  bucket 
of  the  amount  of  money  needed  for  the 
completing  of  the  interstate  highway 
system. 

But,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  soon  as  we 
break  down  the  existing  formula,  next 
year  you  are  going  to  be  asked  to  change 
the  formula  for  all  the  road  systems  and 
then  the  Federal  Government  is  going  to 
have  to  put  up  75  percent  of  a  $500,000,- 
000  authorization,  and  the  States  that 
are  wealthier  and  in  a  sounder  financial 
condition  than  the  Federal  Government 
will  only  be  putting  up  25  percent. 

Mr.  D’EWART.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  D’EWART.  Does  not  the  gentle¬ 
man  agree  with  me  that  the  formula 
under  which  this  money  is  to  be  dis¬ 
tributed  is  more  favorable  to  the  more 
populous  States  and  less  favorable  to  the 
thinly  populated  States? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  D’EWART.  I  believe  that  is  an¬ 
other  reason  why  this  particular  section 
should  be  revised. 


I  consider  this  a  fair  and  equitable  bill 
in  all  except  section  2.  It  extends  for  two 
more  years  the  present  road  program  and 
adds  in  section  2  $70,000,000  to  be  di¬ 
vided  on  a  population  basis.  This  $70,- 
000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  is  for 
construction  and  improvement  of  the  na¬ 
tional  system  of  interstate  highways  and 
is  justified  in  part  by  national  defense. 
I  have  no  objection  to  this  item  or  its 
purpose. 

However,  the  sum  is  “apportioned 
among  the  States  in  the  ratio  which  the 
population  of  each  State  bears  to  the 
total  population  of  all  the  States,  as 
shown  by  the  latest  available  Federal 
census,  but  that  no  State  shall  receive 
less  than  three-fourths  of  1  percent  of 
the  sum  apportioned  for  each  fiscal  year.’’ 

The  point  I  wish  to  make  is  that  this 
formula  is  unfair  to  the  sparsely  settled 
States  such  as  Montana.  It  should  be 
apportioned  on  the  basis  of  the  mileage 
in  each  State.  I  fear  under  this  formula 
my  State,  Montana,  will  get  little  money 
in  proportion  to  the  large  number  of 
miles  of  this  class  of  road  found  in  my 
State. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  want  to  call  to 
your  attention  the  fact  that  the  various 
organizations  which  appeared  before  our 
committee  were  in  opposition  to  this 
75/25  formula.  The  various  farm  organ¬ 
izations  are  definitely  opposed  to  the 
75/25  formula. 

I  also  refer  you  to  the  testimony  of  Mr. 
Miller  on  page  377.  He  represented  the 
American  Association  of  State  Highways. 
I  quote: 

We  felt  then,  and  we  feel  now,  that  it  sur¬ 
renders  a  sound  and  definite  procedure  for 
a  questionable  and  indefinite  result. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  The  gentle¬ 
man  from  Montana  raised  the  point  that 
the  more  populous  States  would  receive  a 
greater  ratio  of  the  participation  by  the 
Federal  Government.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  in  the  State  of  Nevada  you  would 
have  91.34  percent  Federal  participation 
in  this  construction  program.  So,  you 
would  actually  have  more  in  such  States 
as  Montana  and  Nevada. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  The  chart  is  in  the 
hearings  and  it  will  show  just  how  much 
each  State  will  gain  by  it  and  how  much 
additional  it  will  cost  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  But,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  reiter¬ 
ate  this  will  be  breaking  down  and  start¬ 
ing  a  new  policy  and  we  will  never  know 
how  much  it  is  going  to  cost  the  Federal 
Government.  If  the  State  is  of  the  opin¬ 
ion  that  the  road  is  not  worth  half  what 
it  costs  the  State,  then  that  road  should 
not  be  constructed.  Mr.  Chairman,  let 
us  not  start  in  on  this  new  formula  of 
75  percent  of  Federal  aid  and  25  percent 
of  State  contribution.  I  hope  my  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  accepted. 

(Mr.  D’EWART  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
if  no  other  Member  desires  to  be  recog¬ 
nized  on  this  amendment,  I  ask  for  recog¬ 
nition,  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
all  debate  on  this  amendment  and  all 
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amendments  to  the  pending  section  close 
in  8  minutes,  the  same  time  that  was 
allowed  the  gentleman  from  Ohio,  and 
that  I  be  recognized. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
as  stated  in  the  report  of  the  committee, 
this  section  authorizing  appropriations 
to  be  apportioned  among  all  of  the  States 
occurs  for  the  first  time  in  the  pending 
bill,  and  the  amount  is  $70,000,000.  Its 
purpose  is  to  encourage  the  construc¬ 
tion  or  reconstruction  of  the  so-called 
interregional  system  of  highways.  The 
Members  will  recall  that  that  system  con¬ 
tains  about  40,003  miles  of  parts  of  the 
primary  and  urban  roads  of  the  United 
States,  and  that  those  roads  are  the 
roads  that  are  traveled  by  all  of  the 
people  of  the  country.  They  connect  the 
principal  cities  of  one  State  with  an¬ 
other.  They  are  the  most  important 
roads  in  the  United  States.  They  are 
the  roads  that  were  selected  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  National  Defense  as  being 
essential  to  national  defense.  Those 
roads  have  to  be  straightened  in  a  great 
many  places.  They  have  to  be  widened 
in  other  places.  Safety  has  to  be  pro¬ 
moted. 

We  are  not  undertaking  to  change  the 
formula  for  Federal  aid.  That  formula 
obtains  in  the  $500,000,000  authorized 
for  Federal  primary  aid,  secondary  aid, 
and  urban  aid  in  the  previous  section  of 
this  bill;  but,  in  an  effort  to  promote 
the  construction  of  the  interregional  sys¬ 
tem,  the  States  are  to  be  encouraged  to 
ask  that  those  parts  of  those  roads  that 
should  be  widened,  that  should  be 
straightened,  be  submitted  in  applica¬ 
tions  first,  and  in  order  to  encourage 
their  construction  we  propose  here  to 
authorize  $70,000,000  to  be  apportioned 
among  the  States  to  increase  the  Fed¬ 
eral  share  only  on  those  roads  that  are 
on  that  system. 

It  should  be  kept  in  mind  that  in 
World  War  II  the  highways  of  the  West, 
from  Denver  to  Seattle,  to  San  Fran¬ 
cisco,  and  other  western  cities,  were 
used  more  than  any  other  highways  of 
the  country,  because  there  are  fewer 
miles  of  railroads,  comparatively,  and  it 
was  necessary  for  the  highways  to  be 
used  to  transport  the  essentials  for  the 
prosecution  of  the  war.  Inasmuch  as 
the  principle  of  matching  is  to  continue 
under  the  terms  of  this  bill,  and  in  or¬ 
der  to  encourage  the  States  to  apply  for 
the  construction  of  these  interregional 
highways,  we  in  this  particular  provi¬ 
sion  provide  for  an  increase  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  share.  It  is  for  the  benefit  of 
the  Western  States  as  well  as  other 
States.  Take  the  State  of  Wyoming,  or 
the  State  of  Montana,  where  they  do 
not  put  up  50  percent,  but  less  than  50 
percent  to  match,  those  States  will  get 
the  benefit  of  this  provision,  and  they 
are  entitled  to  it  in  order  to  provide, 
without  matching  50-50,  for  the  con¬ 
struction  and  for  the  straightening  and 
for  the  improvement  of  this  interre¬ 
gional  system. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  I  will  yield  in 
just  a  minute. 

This  is  the  national  defense  system. 
These  are  the  roads  that  are  used  by  the 
people  of  the  country  everywhere.  They 
obtain  in  all  of  the  States  of  the  Union. 
We  do  not  change  the  formula  for  Fed¬ 
eral  aid,  but,  in  order  to  enable  the  States 
to  apply  for  the  construction  of  the 
needed  improvements  on  this  inter-re¬ 
gional  system  we  do  provide  this  money 
so  as  to  supplement  the  50  percent  that 
they  contribute  where  there  is  50  per¬ 
cent  obtaining. 

The  committee  considered  this  provi¬ 
sion  very  carefully.  This  bill  comes  be¬ 
fore  you  with  the  unanimous  report  of 
the  committee.  The  State  highway  de¬ 
partment,  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Roads  asked  us  to  include  not  $70,000,000 
but  $210,000,000  for  this  purpose,  because, 
I  remind  you,  that  in  the  Defense  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1941  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  on  the  strategic  highways 
for  national  defense,  under  the  terms  of 
that  act,  paid  75  percent  of  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  those  highways,  substantially 
synonymous  with  the  interregional  high¬ 
ways.  The  Government  paid  under  the 
act  of  1941  three-quarters  of  the  cost  of 
the  roads.  We  must  be  constructive. 
We  must  provide  for  needs  as  they  arise. 
We  have  a  report  from  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  of  Public  Roads— House  Document 
249,  Eighty-first  Congress — recommend¬ 
ing  among  other  things  that  it  is  impera¬ 
tive  for  the  public  benefit  that  our  inter¬ 
regional  or  interstate  or  national  defense 
system  of  highways  be  improved,  that 
they  be  widened  and  that  such  improve¬ 
ment  is  essential  in  national  defense. 

I  now  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Nebraska. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  I  just  wanted  to  ask 
the  gentleman  if  he  desired  to  clarify  his 
statement  that  this  was  for  the  comple¬ 
tion  of  the  inter-regional  system. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  I  thank  the 
gentlemen.  I  intended  to  say,  and  I 
think  I  did  say,  that  it  was  to  encourage 
construction  and  to  promote  improve¬ 
ment  of  parts  of  the  inter -regional  sys¬ 
tem.  Only  about  $1,000,000  of  Federal- 
aid  funds  have  been  used  on  the  inter¬ 
regional  system  and  only  about  5,000 
miles  have  been  completed  in  the  past  5 
years.  It  is  important  that  the  improve¬ 
ment  be  stepped  up  for  if  the  present 
rate  of  improvement  and  construction 
continues  it  would  take  at  least  40  years 
to  improve  the  system.  We  may  have 
another  war  before  40  years. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  Then  $140,000,000  in  2 
years  will  not  complete  the  system. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  No;  it  will 
take  40  to  90  years  to  complete  that  sys¬ 
tem  and  rebuild  it  according  to  the  testi¬ 
mony  before  our  committee,  unless  there 
are  increased  provisions  made  for  the 
construction  of  the  inter-regional  sys¬ 
tem. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  And  changing 
the  formula  as  proposed  in  the  amend* 
ment  will  not  decrease  the  amount  to  be 
furnished  by  the  Federal  Government, 
will  it? 


Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  It  certainly 
will  not,  and  it  will  not  interfere  with 
the  formula  that  no  wexists  that  is  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  this  bill  for  matching  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  primary,  secondary,  and  urban 
roads.  It  will  increase  only  the  Federal 
contribution  as  provided  in  the  section 
when  the  States  apply  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  or  reconstruction  or  rebuilding  of 
those  parts  of  the  primary  and  urban 
roads  that  are  in  the  inter-regional 
system. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  But  there  is 
nothing  in  the  bill  to  prevent  any  State 
from  going  ahead  as  fast  as  it  wants  to 
in  road  building,  is  there? 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Absolutely  not. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  That  would  be 
in  addition  to  the  amount  to  be  furnished 
by  the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  There  is  noth¬ 
ing  to  prevent  that  at  all. 

Mr.  MCGREGOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  I  am  sure  the  gen¬ 
tleman  does  not  want  to  leave  a  false 
impression;  does  the  chairman  intend 
to  leave  the  impression  that  it  does  not' 
make  any  difference  in  the  amount  fur¬ 
nished  by  the  Federal  Government 
whether  it  is  furnished  on  the  50-50 
basis  or  on  the  75-25  basis? 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  I  want  it  to 
be  absolutely  clear;  none  of  these  roads 
pass  through  my  district.  This  does 
increase  the  Federal  contribution  for 
roads  in  the  interregional  system  that 
are  applied  for  by  the  States.  The  ini¬ 
tiative  lies  with  the  States.  But  I  want 
to  make  it  equally  clear  that  the  increase 
of  the  Federal  share  will  not  be  more 
than  25  percent  and  that  it  is  applica¬ 
ble  only  to  the  $70,000,000  and  only  to 
the  interregional  system.  There  is  no 
change  whatever  in  the  principle  of 
maching  Federal-aid  funds  under  the 
$500,000,000  authorized. 

Mr.  McGREGOR.  Then,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa  was  in  error. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  I  think  not. 
The  gentleman  from  Iowa  stated  that 
changing  the  formula  under  the  $70,- 
000,000  would  not  decrease  the  amount 
to  be  furnished  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  I  agreed  with  him.  It  is  the 
most  constructive  provision  in  this  bill, 
carried  for  the  first  time.  If  we  want 
to  provide  for  the  needs  of  the  Nation 
we  must  go  forward;  we  cannot  stand 
still.  For  my  part,  in  the  improvement 
of  the  highways  of  the  country  I  pro¬ 
pose  to  go  forward  at  least  to  the  extent 
of  making  this  rather  modest  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  the  interregional  system  of  our 
Nation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  has  expired; 
all  time  on  the  pending  amendment  has 
expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
McGregor]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Gross)  there 
were — ayes  20,  noes  34. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 
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Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  move  that  the  Committee  rise  and  on 
that  I  ask  for  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair 
appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Whittington 
and  Mr.  McGregor. 

The  Committee  divided;  and  the  tell¬ 
ers  reported  that  there  were — ayes  17, 
noes  70. 

So  the  motion  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count  on  the  point  of  order  that  a  quo¬ 
rum  is  not  present.  [After  counting.] 
One  hundred  and  thirteen  Members  are 
present,  a  quorum. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  3.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  section  23  of  the  Federal  High¬ 
way  Act  (42  Stat.  218) ,  as  amended  and  sup¬ 
plemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the 
sum  of  $20,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953;  and  (2) 
for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  the 
sum  of  $17,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953:  Provided, 
That,  immediately  upon  the  passage  of  this 
act,  the  appropriation  herein  authorized  for 
forest  highways  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952,  shall  be  apportioned  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  for  expenditure  in 
the  several  States,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico, 
according  to  the  area  and  value  of  the  land 
owned  by  the  Government  within  the  na¬ 
tional  forests  therein  which  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  is  hereby  directed  to  deter¬ 
mine  and  certify  to  him  from  such  infor¬ 
mation,  sources,  and  departments  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  may  deem  most  accu¬ 
rate,  and  hereafter,  on  or  before  January  1 
next  preceding  the  commencement  of  each 
succeeding  fiscal  year  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  shall  make  like  apportionment  of  the 
appropriation  authorized  for  such  fiscal  year : 
Provided  further.  That  the  Commissioner  of 
Public  Roads  may  incur  obligations,  approve 
projects,  and  enter  into  contracts  under  the 
apportionment  of  such  authorizations,  and 
his  action  in  so  doing  shall  be  deemed  a  con- 
tractural  obligation  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  thereof: 
Provided  further,  Thai  the  appropriations 
made  pursuant  to  authorizations  heretofore, 
herein,  and  hereafter  enacted  for  forest  high¬ 
ways  shall  be  considered  available  to  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  discharging  the  obligations  created 
hereunder  in  any  State  or  Territory:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  the  total  expenditures 
on  account  of  any  State  or  Territory  shall 
at  no  time  exceed  its  authorized  apportion¬ 
ment:  And  provided  further.  That  appropri¬ 
ations  for  forest  highways  shall  be  admin¬ 
istered  in  conformity  with  regulations  jointly 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  VURSELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  VURSELL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  VURSELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  a 
member  of  the  Public  Works  Committee 
I  should  like  to  say  that  in  the  hearings 
before  the  committee  one  could  not  help 
but  be  impressed  from  the  volume  of 
testimony  given  by  directors  of  various 
State  highway  departments  and  by  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  here  in 
Washington,  with  the  fact  that  due  to 
the  war  and  increased  traffic,  more  roads 
over  the  past  few  years  have  been  worn 


out  than  there  has  been  new  miles  built. 
I  think  we  have  about  3,000  miles  less 
roads  in  first-class  condition  today  than 
we  had  in  the  beginning  of  the  war. 

Sufficient  transportation  for  the  dis¬ 
tribution  of  goods  will  speed  up  and  in¬ 
crease  the  economy,  or  income  of  the 
Nation.  The  lack  of  good  roads  con¬ 
versely  will  slow  down  the  production 
and  thereby  the  volume  of  business  in 
the  Nation. 

This  brings  us  to  the  consideration  of 
the  bill  before  us  which  is  an  extension 
and  continuation  of  the  splendid  na¬ 
tional  road  policy  laid  down  in  the  act 
of  1944.  The  bill  seeks  to  provide  for  the 
appropriation  of  funds  to  continue  to 
carry  out  this  policy  of  the  matching  of 
funds  on  a  Federal  and  State  basis  for 
the  year  1952  and  1953.  The  bill  provides 
for  this  particular  purpose  without  some 
expansions  provided  in  the  bill,  for  the 
appropriation  of  $500,000,000  for  each 
of  the  years  referred  to,  of  which  $225,- 
000,000  has  been  allocated  for  projects  on 
the  Federal  aid  primary  system. 

One  hundred  and  fifty  million  dollars 
for  projects  on  the  Federal  aid  secondary 
highway  system. 

One  hundred  and  twenty-five  million 
dollars  for  projects  on  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  systems  in  urban  areas. 

The  question  may  be  raised  that  this 
is  a  considerable  amount  of  money  in 
view  of  our  present  fiscal  condition. 
When  one  takes  into  consideration  that 
the  cost  of  road  building  has  doubled 
within  the  last  number  of  years,  one  can 
readily  see  that  the  amount  is  not  large 
when  applied  to  the  number  of  miles  of 
roads  at  present  prices  that  can  be  built. 

We  are  faced  with  the  necessity,  I 
think,  of  providing  the  above  amounts 
designated.  It  is  probably  one  of  the 
best  and  most  profitable  investments 
that  the  Federal  Government  can  make 
in  cooperation  with  the  States.  Our 
highways,  which  have  become  run-down 
because  of  the  war,  and  a  continuing 
greater  amount  of  traffic,  must  be  ex¬ 
tended  and  repaired  in  the  interest  of 
the  growing  economy  of  the  Nation. 

When  you  take  into  consideration  that 
we  are  spending  billions  of  dollars  to 
rehabilitate  various  European  countries, 
and  that  we  are  spending  over  $500,- 
000,000  a  year  in  the  building  of  roads, 
transportation  facilities,  and  flood-con¬ 
trol  projects  in  Europe,  how  can  one  say 
that  we  can  be  justified  in  not  doing  this 
much  for  the  people  of  America  in  the 
way  of  improving  our  highway  system, 
and  in  bringing  farm-to-market  roads 
to  the  rural  areas  for  the  convenience  of 
our  own  people,  and  to  stimulate  the 
productivity  and  distribution  capacity 
of  our  own  people  who  are  taxed  to  pay 
the  billions  that  are  being  expended  in 
foreign  countries. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  money  invested  in 
roads,  if  we  do  not  invest  it,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment,  will  cause  a  loss  to  the  people  of 
our  Nation  in  the  wear  and  tear  of  motor 
vehicles  over  our  roads  and  in  the  loss 
of  time  which  would  possibly  amount  to 
a,  total  of  the  $500,000,000  provided  for  in 
this  bill. 

You  remember  the  slowdown  of  motor 
traffic,  the  wear  and  tear  and  tremen¬ 


dous  expense  on  motor  vehicles  in  the 
early  days  of  motor  transportation  be¬ 
fore  we  had  this  better  highway  system. 
I  repeat — this  is  an  investment  that  can¬ 
not  be  denied  the  people  of  our  Nation. 

FARM -TO -MARKET  ROADS 

I  well  recall  the  debates  when  we  em¬ 
barked  on  this  greater  expansion  of  road 
building  laid  down  in  the  act  of  1944. 
Some  of  us  then  insisted,  and  were  suc¬ 
cessful  in  securing  a  greater  allotment 
for  the  Federal-aid  secondary-highway 
system,  including  farm-to-market  roads. 
I  should  like  to  point  out  that  $150,000,- 
000,  or  30  percent  of  the  total  amount 
in  this  bill  is  continued  for  such  pur¬ 
pose.  I  should  like  to  further  point  out 
that  over  50  percent  of  the  rural  roads 
so  necessary  to  our  people  have  not  yet 
been  improved  under  this  particular  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  bill. 

In  my  district  in  southern  Illinois, 
while  we  have  made  considerable  prog¬ 
ress  along  this  line,  yet  it  is  my  belief 
that  far  over  50  percent  of  the  county 
and  township  roads  have  not  been  able 
to  participate  under  this  particular  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  bill. 

And  at  this  time,  I  would  like  to  call 
your  attention  to  the  fact  that  it  seems 
that  the  State  directors  of  the  public- 
roads  divisions  of  the  various  States  have 
not  given  the  sufficient  attention  and 
cooperation  to  the  county  and  township 
officials  in  pushing  forward  the  improve¬ 
ment  of  county  and  township  farm-to- 
market  roads  that  the  Congress  intended 
they  should  do  when  the  act  was  passed 
in  1944. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  recall,  this  question 
was  raised  when  the  act  was  extended 
in  the  Eightieth  Congress,  which  wisely, 
in  my  judgment,  tried  to  call  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  this  lack  of  cooperation  to  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  here  in 
Washington,  and  particularly  to  the  var¬ 
ious  State  directors  whose  duty  it  was 
to  extend  full  cooperation  to  county  and 
township  road  officials. 

At  that  time  there  was  written  into 
the  act  the  following  amendment: 

In  selecting  county  and  township  roads  on 
which  funds  are  to  be  extended,  State  high¬ 
way  departments  shall  cooperate  with  the 
township  trustees  and  other  appropriate 
local  road  officials. 

I  hope  in  the  future  that  better  cooper¬ 
ation  will  be  extended  to  the  end  that 
the  farmers  of  my  district  and  the  Nation 
will  speedily  obtain  better  roads  so  neces¬ 
sary  over  which  to  move  their  products 
from  the  farm  to  the  local  markets,  and 
the  markets  of  the  Nation.  Better  roads 
will  cause  much  greater  investment  in 
the  building  of  more  productive  farm 
land,  better  homes  and  buildings  on  the 
farms,  greater  production,  greater  com¬ 
forts  and  conveniences  in  farm  living, 
which  will  help  to  keep  the  young  men 
and  women  on  the  farms  where  they  can 
make  a  greater  contribution  to  their 
community,  State,  and  Nation. 

To  my  mind,  this  is  one  of  the  best 
sections  of  the  bill  and  will  probably 
make  the  greatest  contribution  to  the 
public  welfare  of  any  section  of  the  bill. 
As  a  member  of  the  committee,  after 
hearing  all  of  the  testimony  presented, 
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I  am  confident  that  the  bill  should  be 
passed  in  the  interest  of  the  Nation. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VURSELL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Does  the  gentleman  ac¬ 
tually  believe  we  are  rehabilitating  the 
rest  of  the  world  with  the  billions  of 
dollars  we  are  spending  abroad,  or  are 
we  just  giving  away  some  money? 

Mr.  VURSELL.  At  any  rate,  we  are 
spending  the  money,  too  much  I  think, 
but  a  lot  of  it  is  going  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VURSELL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  am  glad  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois  has  pointed  out  that 
this  is  not  a  gift  but  is  a  wise  investment 
and  will  pay  great  dividends  not  only  in 
the  economic  sense  but  in  that  it  will 
save  many  lives.  As  the  gentleman  well 
knows,  transportation  wins  or  loses  wars 
as  well  as  determines  our  domestic 
economy. 

Mr.  VURSELL.  I  find  myself  in  full 
agreement  with  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  two  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  provides  for 
$1,273,000,000.  It  is  $70,000,000  more  a 
year  than  was  provided  2  years  ago.  That 
means  it  is  $140,000,000  more.  I  know  in 
my  territory  they  are  building  roads  with 
this  money,  which  roads  do  not  need  to 
be  build.  I  know  they  are  getting  into 
extravagances  that  they  do  not  need  to 
indulge  in.  The  trouble  with  this  whole 
set-up  is  that  the  over-all  statute  pro¬ 
vides  they  can  enter  into  contracts  for 
the  expenditure  of  this  money  without 
any  appropriation  and  without  any  im¬ 
mediate  survey  being  made  of  the  needs 
that  might  arise.  That  is  one  reason  why 
they  are  indulging  in  these'  extrava¬ 
gances.  Frankly,  I  cannot  vote  for  this 
bill.  It  goes  way  beyond  what  we  ought 
to  try  to  do,  especially  being  in  the  sit¬ 
uation  that  we  are  in.  The  Treasury  is 
dead  broke  and  we  have  obligations  to 
meet  in  connection  with  our  national  de¬ 
fense.  I  think  it  is  very  dangerous  for  us 
to  go  ahead  and  think  of  nothing  but  im¬ 
proving  the  deficiencies  and  enlarging 
the  deficit.  Frankly,  I  am  perhaps  an 
exception  to  the  general  rule.  I  believe 
in  economy,  not  only  in  our  appropria¬ 
tions  for  foreign  aid,  but  I  also  believe 
in  economy  in  our  domestic  affairs.  I 
even  went  so  far  as  to  believe  in  economy 
on  that  foolish  performance  of  the  ses- 
quicentennial  celebration. 

I  hope  we  will  recover  back  what  money 
is  left  as  a  result  of  that  foolish  per¬ 
formance. 

I  just  wish  that  this  could  be  put  up  on 
a  business  basis,  so  that  they  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  justify  what  they  intend  to  do 
each  time,  before  they  start  in  obligating 
the  Government  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  In  section  2,  which  we 
tried  to  strike  out  a  little  while  ago,  we 
heard  a  great  deal  of  talk  about  the  need 
for  building  defense  highways  in  the 


country.  Is  it  specified  under  section  2 
that  this  money  is  to  be  spent  for  defense 
highways? 

Mr.  TABER.  Not  as  far  as  I  can  read 
it.  I  cannot  find  it  in  there. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  That  which  is 
called  interregional  is  also  called  the  de¬ 
fense  highway  system,  as  is  shown  by 
the  reports  that  I  have  before  me  and 
that  have  been  submitted  to  the  commit¬ 
tee. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  would  like  to  see  one 
bill  come  into  this  House  for  the  spend¬ 
ing  of  money  in  which  they  did  not  allude 
to  the  dire  necessity  for  defense.  Ninety- 
nine  percent  of  the  bills  coming  in  here 
are  passed  because  they  are  necessary  for 
the  defense  of  this  country.  I  believe  in 
the  defense  of  this  country  but  I  do  not 
like  to  see  every  bill  brought  in  here 
predicated  upon  that  argument. 

Mr.  TABER.  That  is  correct.  Frankly, 
I  cannot  vote  for  this  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Taber] 
has  expired. 

The  pro  forma  amendment  was  with¬ 
drawn. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  debate 
on  this  section  and  all  amendments 
thereto  close  in  5  minutes,  and  I  ask  for 
recognition. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  getnleman  from 
Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 

1  have  high  regard  for  the  views  of  my 
good  friend  from  New  York  [Mr.  Taber], 
This  bill  does  provide  for  $1,270,000,000 
substantially  over  a  period  of  2  years. 
It  provides  for  $636,000,000  annually,  as¬ 
suming  that  all  of  the  appropriations  are 
made.  It  is  substantially  the  same  au¬ 
thorization  that  has  been  passed  every 

2  years,  except  for  the  amounts,  since 
1921.  If  there  is  one  State  that  is 
spending  more  money,  both  Federal  aid 
and  local,  than  another  in  the  United 
States  it  is  the  State  of  New  York. 
They  are  constructing,  at  a  cost  of  many 
millions  of  dollars,  a  through  way  there. 
They  are  undertaking  to  meet  the  in¬ 
creasing  needs  for  highways  in  the 
United  States. 

The  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Taber]  complains  of  the  contract  fea¬ 
tures  of  this  bill.  Those  features  are 
applicable  only  to  the  Federal-aid,  pri¬ 
mary,  secondary,  and  urban  roads. 
They  are  not  applicable  to  the  forests  or 
to  the  park  and  other  authorizations  in 
this  bill.  They  have  been  contained  in 
every  bill  that  has  been  passed  since 
the  Highway  Act  of  1921  as  amended  in 
1925.  They  protect  the  Federal  Treas¬ 
ury,  for,  instead  of  appropriating  the 
full  amount  of  the  authorizations,  these 
contract  provisions  enable  the  legisla¬ 
ture  to  match  those  funds.  Forty-four 
of  the  legislatures  meet  in  1951.  Or¬ 
dinarily,  after  they  have  been  appor¬ 
tioned,  it  takes  from  12  to  24  months  to 
prepare  the  plans.  The  gentleman 
came  before  the  committee  in  the 
Eightieth  Congress  with  respect  to  this 


contract  feature,  in  connection  with  my 
good  friend,  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  [Mr.  Wigglesworth],  and 
made  the  same  proposal,  and  it  was  there 
shown,  and  I  emphasize  now  the  fact, 
that  it  may  be  2  years  before  the  appro¬ 
priations  that  have  already  been  au¬ 
thorized  will  actually  be  made.  It  is  a 
question  of  whether  or  not  you  want  to 
appropriate  the  funds,  let  them  lie  idle 
in  the  Treasury,  or  make  the  appropria¬ 
tions  as  the  works  are  completed. 

So  I  assert  that  it  is  in  the  public  in¬ 
terest  to  provide  for  this  contract  feature, 
as  we  have  done  for  25  years.  It  has 
been  done.  It  has  been  tried.  It  has 
been  tested.  It  has  been  in  force  ever 
since  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act 
was  passed  during  the  Harding  admin¬ 
istration. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  In  just  a  mo¬ 
ment.  Furthermore,  under  the  terms 
of  this  bill  it  does  provide  for  an  increase 
of  $70,000,000.  We  retained  the  funda¬ 
mental  principle  of  matching  on  Federal 
aid  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  roads. 
That  seventy  million  applies  to  the  inter¬ 
regional  system.  That  is  synonymous 
with  the  national  defense  system.  If  we 
are  .to  provide  for  national  defense  in 
Europe  and  in  Asia,  and  with  our  ex¬ 
perience  in  World  War  II,  certainly  we 
can  do  no  less  than  to  provide  for  the 
transportation  that  is  absolutely  essen¬ 
tial  to  production,  in  the  event  of  world 
war  III. 

In  this  connection  I  say  in  conclusion 
that  the  people  of  the  United  States  are 
paying  in  Federal  use  taxes  every  year 
for  these  roads.  In  1949  they  paid  $1,- 
326,054,091.  Those  who  pay  these  taxes 
are  entitled  to  the  roads,  and  we  can  do 
no  less  than  to  provide  for  substantially 
the  amount  that  is  being  paid  in  the 
form  of  Federal  gasoline  taxes  of  lVz 
percent.  The  provisions  of  this  bill  for 
$500,000,000  were  contained  in  the  bill 
when  the  Eightieth  Congress  considered 
it  when  it  passed  the  House.  It  went  to 
the  other  body  and  after  several  days  of 
conferences  the  other  body’s  represent¬ 
atives  in  control  at  that  time  insisted 
upon  a  reduction.  It  may  be  of  interest 
to  note  that  the  two  Senators  who  in¬ 
sisted  upon  it  were  defeated  in  the  very 
next  election. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  has  expired, 
all  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
notwithstanding  the  expiration  of  time 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  it  may  be 
extended  2  minutes  in  order  that  I  may 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
for  a  question. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  TABER.  My  objection  has  been 
to  that  contract  feature,  that  there  is 
no  detailed  review  ahead  of  the  starting 
in  of  that  contract  proposition,  and  there 
needs  to  be  because  of  extravagances 
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about  which  I  know  in  the  construction 
of  highways  way  beyond  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  territory. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  The  gentleman 
stated  that  in  his  remarks  a  few  minutes 
ago.  ,  .  .  . 

Mr.  TABER.  That  is  why  I  objected 
to  it,  because  there  was  no  detailed  re¬ 
view.  That  is  why  we  are  presented  with 
a  mess  instead  of  a  real  forward-looking 
program  that  will  benefit  the  country. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
there  is  a  kind  of  economy  that  is  con¬ 
structive;  there  is  such  a  thing  as  econ¬ 
omy  that  is  destructive.  I  repeat  that 
if  the  gentleman’s  contention  were  to 
prevail,  member  as  he  is  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations,  honoring  him 
as  I  do,  that  the  Federal  Government 
would  have  been  required  during  this 
fiscal  year  to  have  made  twice  the  ap¬ 
propriations  that  we  are  making  for 
Federal- aid  roads.  By  this  provision  the 
money  remains  in  the  Federal  Treasury 
until  the  contracts  have  been  completed 
or  payments  for  work  done  are  required. 
The  .testimony  shows  that  all  of  the 
States  need  the  amounts  that  will  be  ap¬ 
portioned  to  them  for  the  next  two  fiscal 
years,  and  in  fact  it  shows  that  much 
more  will  be  needed  than  is  authorized. 
It  will  take  some  ten  billion  alone  to 
strengthen,  widen,  and  reconstruct  the 
interregional  system.  The  Joint  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Economic  Report  esti¬ 
mates  today  that  the  deficiencies  of 
roads,  streets,  and  highways  in  the  United 
States  amounts  to  over  $41,000,000,000. 
The  contract  provisions  in  the  pending 
bill  and  in  all  previous  highway  acts  are 
most  important.  The  roads  are  selected 
by  the  State  highway  departments  and 
in  the  case  of  secondary  roads  by  the 
county  or  township  supervisors,  and  they 
are  approved  by  the  Commissioner  of 
Public  Roads.  The  contract  provision  is 
absolutely  essential  to  the  sound  work¬ 
ing  of  the  Federal-aid  program.  If  the 
contention  of  my  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  New  York,  prevailed,  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations  would  select  the 
roads  or  parts  of  roads  to  be  constructed 
in  every  State.  I  prefer  the  provisions  of 
the  pending  bill  and  of  all  previous  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  legislation  under  which  the 
State  highway  departments  select  the 
roads  and  build  them  after  they  have 
been  approved  by  the  Commissioner  of 
Public  Roads.  The  public  interest  will 
be  promoted  by  passing  the  pending  bill 
to  match  the  $500,000,000  authorized  for 
primary,  secondary,  and  urban  roads, 
and  for  $70,000,000  with  which  to  increase 
the  Federal  share  on  the  interregional 
highway  system  for  the  general  conven¬ 
ience  and  to  promote  national  defense. 
By  all  means  the  contract  provision 
should  obtain. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  has  again 
expired;  all  time  on  this  section  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Sec.  4.  (a)  For  the  construction,  recon¬ 
struction,  improvement,  and  maintenance  of 
roads  and  trails,  inclusive  of  necessary 
bridges,  in  national  parks,  monuments,  and 
other  areas  administered  by  the  National 
Park  Service,  including  areas  authorized  to 
be  established  as  national  parks  and  monu¬ 
ments,  and  national  park  and  monument  ap¬ 


proach  roads  authorized  by  the  act  of  Janu¬ 
ary  31,  1931  (46  Stat.  1053),  as  amended, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1953:  Provided, 
That  of  the  sum  authorized  by  this  subsec¬ 
tion  for  each  fiscal  year  not  more  than 
$4,000,000  shall  be  used  for  the  maintenance 
of  such  roads  and  trails  and  not  more  than 
$1,000,000  shall  be  used  for  the  construction 
of  minor  roads  and  trails:  Provided  further, 
That  hereafter  appropriations  for  the  con¬ 
struction,  reconstruction,  and  improvement 
of  such  park  and  monument  roads  shall  be 
administered  in  conformity  with  regulations 
jointly  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  and 
projects  for  the  construction,  reconstruction, 
and  improvement  of  such  park  and  monu¬ 
ment  roads  shall  be  agreed  upon  jointly  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce. 

(b)  For  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  parkways,  to  give  access  to  national  parks 
and  national  monuments,  or  to  become  con¬ 
necting  sections  of  a  national  parkway  plan, 
over  lands  to  which  title  has  been  tras- 
ferred  to  the  United  States  by  the  States  or  by 
private  individuals,  there  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $13,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a 
like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1953:  Provided,  That  of  the  sum  authorized 
by  this  subsection  for  each  fiscal  year  not 
more  than  $500,000  shall  be  used  for  the 
maintenance  of  parkway  roads  and  not  more 
than  $400,000  shall  be  used  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  minor  roads  and  trails  within  park¬ 
way  boundaries :  Provided  further,  That  here¬ 
after  appropriations  for  the  construction  of 
parkways  shall  be  administered  in  conform¬ 
ity  with  regulations  jointly  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce,  and  projects  for  parkway  con¬ 
struction  shall  be  agreed  upon  jointly  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce. 

(c)  For  the  construction,  improvement, 
and  maintenance  of  Indian  reservation  roads 
and  bridges  and  roads  and  bridges  to  provide 
access  to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian 
lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  ap¬ 
proved  May  26,  1928  (45  Stat.  750),  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 
sum  of  $6,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1953 :  Provided,  That  the 
location,  type,  and  design  of  all  roads  and 
bridges  constructed  shall  be  approved  by  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  before  any  expendi¬ 
tures  are  made  thereon,  and  all  such  con¬ 
struction  shall  be  under  the  general  supervi¬ 
sion  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 

Sec.  5.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20, 
1944  (58  Stat.  838),  and  the  provisions  of 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948,  ap¬ 
proved  June  29,  1948  (62  Stat.  1105),  not  in¬ 
consistent  with  this  act,  shall  remain  in  full 
force  and  effect. 

Sec.  6.  That  section  14  of  the  Federal 
Highway  Act,  approved  November  9,  1921 
(42  Stat.  212),  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“Sec.  14.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  State 
to  maintain  any  highway  within  its  bound¬ 
aries  after  construction  under  the  provisions 
of  this  act.  If  at  any  time  the  Commissioner 
of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  shall  find 
that  any  such  highway  in  any  State  is  not 
being  properly  maintained  he  shall  call  such 
fact  to  the  attention  of  the  highway  depart¬ 
ment  of  such  State  and  if  within  90  days 
after  receipt  of  such  notice  said  highway  has 
not  been  put  in  a  proper  condition  of  main¬ 
tenance,  then  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Roads  shall  withhold  approval  of  further 
projects  in  such  State  until  such  highway 
has  been  restored  to  a  proper  condition  of 


maintenance:  Provided,  That  in  any  State 
wherein  the  highway  department  is  without 
legal  authority  to  maintain  a  highway  so 
constructed  as  a  secondary  or  an  urban  road 
project  the  highway  department  of  such 
State  shall  enter  into  a  formal  agreement 
with  the  appropriate  officials  of  the  county 
or  city  in  which  such  highway  is  located  for 
its  maintenance,  and  if  at  any  time  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Public  Roads  shall  find  that 
such  highway  is  not  being  properly  main¬ 
tained  he  shall  call  such  fact  to  the  attention 
of  the  highway  department  of  such  State  and 
if  within  90  days  after  receipt  of  such 
notice  said  highway  has  not  been  put  in 
proper  condition  of  maintenance  then  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  shall  withhold 
approval  of  further  secondary  or  urban  road 
projects  in  such  county  or  city  until  said 
highway  shall  have  been  placed  in  a  proper 
condition  of  maintenance.” 

Sec.  7.  That  subsection  (a)  of  section  5  of 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  ap¬ 
proved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838),  is 
hereby  amended  by  increasing  the  Federal 
share  payable  on  account  of  the  costs  of 
rights-of-way  from  "one-third”  to  not  ex¬ 
ceed  “one-half”  of  such  costs. 

Sec.  8.  Section  3a  of  the  Federal  Highway 
Act  of  November  9,  1921,  as  amended  by  the 
act  of  February  20,  1931  (46  Stat.  1173),  is 
hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  3a.  That  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
is  authorized  to  cooperate  with  the  State 
highway  departments  and  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  in  the  construction  of 
public  highways  within  Indian  reservations 
and  national  parks  and  monuments  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  and  to  pay  the  amount  assumed 
therefor  from  the  funds  allotted  or  appor¬ 
tioned  under  this  act  to  the  State  wherein 
the  reservations  and  national  parks  and 
monuments  are  located.” 

Sec.  9.  Not  to  exceed  $10,000,000  of  any 
money  heretofore  or  hereafter  appropriated 
for  expenditure  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  expenditure  by  the  Commissioner  of 
Public  Roads,  in  accordance  with  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  as  amended 
and  supplemented,  as  an  emergency  relief 
fund,  after  receipt  of  an  application  there¬ 
for  from  the  highway  department  of  any 
State,  in  the  repair  or  reconstruction  of  high¬ 
ways  and  bridges  on  the  primary  or  secondary 
Federal-aid  highway  systems  which  he  shall 
find  have  suffered  serious  damage  as  the  re¬ 
sult  of  disaster  over  a  wide  area,  such  as  by 
floods,  hurricanes,  tidal  waves,  earthquakes, 
severe  storms,  landslides,  or  other  catastro¬ 
phes  in  any  part  of  the  United  States,  and 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
any  sum  or  sums  necessary  to  reimburse  the 
funds  so  expended  from  time  to  time  under 
the  authority  of  this  section:  Provided,  That 
no  expenditures  shall  be  made  with  respect 
to  any  such  catastrophe  in  any  State  unless 
an  emergency  has  been  declared  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  such  State  and  concurred  in  by  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  the  Federal  share  payable  on  ac¬ 
count  of  any  repair  or  reconstruction  project 
provided  for  by  funds  made  available  under 
this  section  shall  not  exceed  50  percent  of  the 
cost  thereof. 

Sec.  10.  The  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads 
is  authorized  and  directed  to  assist  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  action  program  of  the  President’s 
Highway  Safety  Conference  and  to  cooperate 
with  the  State  highway  departments  and 
other  agencies  in  this  program  to  advance 
the  cause  of  safety  on  the  streets  and  high¬ 
ways:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $75,000 
shall  be  expended  annually  for  the  purposes 
of  this  section. 

Sec.  11.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
delegate  to  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Roads  any  authority  vested  in  him  by  this 
act. 
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Sec.  12.  If  any  section,  subsection,  or  other 
provision  of  this  act  or  the  application  there¬ 
of  to  any  person  or  circumstance  is  held 
invalid,  the  remainder  of  this  act  and  the 
application  of  such  section,  subsection,  or 
other  provision  to  other  persons  or  circum¬ 
stances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

Sec.  13.  That  all  acts  or  parts  of  acts  in  any 
way  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  this 
act  are  hereby  repealed,  and  this  act  shall 
take  effect  on  its  passage. 

Sec.  14.  This  act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Fed¬ 
eral  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950.” 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON  (interrupting  the 
reading  of  the  bill).  Mr.  Chairman, 
after  conferring  with  the  ranking  minor¬ 
ity  .member  and  other  members  of  the 
committee,  and  in  order  to  facilitate  the 
orderly  consideration  of  the  bill,  inas¬ 
much  as  we  have  passed  the  main  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  bill  and  the  main  author¬ 
izations,  the  others  being  for  national 
parks,  national  monuments,  and  forest 
roads,  and  some  clarifying  amendments, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  bill  be  considered  tis  read, 
be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point, 
and  be  open  to  amendment;  that  the 
Chairman  call  the  numbered  sections 
consecutively  for  amendment  until  the 
last  section  has  been  disposed  of.  This 
will  not  prevent  the  offering  of  amend¬ 
ments  but  will  facilitate  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  amend¬ 
ments  to  section  4? 

Mr.  O’KONSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  O’Konski:  On 
page  8,  line  13,  strike  out  “$6,000,000”  and 
insert  “$8,000,000.” 

Mr.  O’KONSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
amendment  will  increase  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  roads  on  Indian  reservations  and 
Indian  lands  from  the  sum  of  $6,000,000 
to  a  total  of  $8,000,000. 

When  you  consider  that  the  roads  on 
Indian  reservations  and  Indian  lands  of 
the  United  States  comprise  some  20,000 
miles  of  road,  and  you  are  allowing  the 
magnificent  sum  of  $6,000,000  to  take 
care  of  these  20,000  miles  of  road  on  In¬ 
dian  reservations  and  Indian  lands,  per¬ 
haps  it  would  be  just  as  well  if  we  did  not 
appropriate  anything  at  all  for  mainte¬ 
nance  of  those  roads.  Dividing  20,000 
miles  into  the  sum  of  $6,000,000,  you  get 
the  measly  sum  of  $300  per  mile  of  road. 
How  much  of  a  road  can  you  maintain 
for  $300  per  mile? 

The  difficulty  in  dealing  with  Indian 
roads  and  Indian  lands  is  the  difficulty 
that  we  have  experienced  in  Congress 
all  the  way  through.  We  show  an  abject 
amount  of  neglect  of  the  Indian  problem 
until  an  expose  occurs,  something  like 
happened  a  year  ago  in  reference  to  con¬ 
dition  of  the  Navajo  Indians.  Then  we 
hurry  up  and  appropriate  haphazardly 
eighty  or  ninety  million  dollars  to  take 
care  of  the  problem  that  should  have 
been  taken  care  of  as  the  years  went  by. 

The  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  asked  for 
the  sum  of  $13,900,000  to  do  the  job  that 
it  thought  ought  to  be  done.  The 
amendment  I  propose  does  not  give  the 


entire  amount  asked  by  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs.  It  merely  raises  the 
amount  from  $6,000,000  to  $8,000,000. 
I  am  sure  that  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  when  they  realize  20,000  miles  of 
road  have  to  be  taken  care  of,  and  when 
they  realize  the  importance  of  taking 
care  of  those  roads  and  doing  something 
to  help  solve  the  Indian  problem 
throughout  the  United  States  of  Amer¬ 
ica,  will  reconsider  and  raise  this  small 
amount  from  $6,000,000  to  $8,000,000  so 
that  a  better  job  can  be  done. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  O’KONSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  The  bill  that 
was  originally  introduced  and  consid¬ 
ered  by  the  committee  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  rewrote  the  bill  and  before 
this  bill  we  have  before  us  was  intro¬ 
duced  only  provided  $4,000,000.  On  ac¬ 
count  of  the  floods  that  have  occurred 
in  North  Dakota,  through  the  request  of 
a  number  of  our  colleagues  who  are  in¬ 
terested  in  Indian  lands,  the  committee 
increased  the  amount  to  $6,000,000,  which 
is  the  largest  authorization  ever  carried 
in  any  bill. 

May  I  say  in  this  connection  that  I 
have  before  me  the  amounts  of  authori¬ 
zations  that  have  been  made  up  to  and 
including  the  present  fiscal  year  for  In¬ 
dian  lands  under  the  acts  of  1944  and 
1948,  and  I  find  that  there  are  authorized 
$17,649,000  that  have  not  been  appropri¬ 
ated.  In  view  of  the  unappropriated 
funds  heretofore  authorized,  notwith¬ 
standing  our  sympathy  for  the  Indians, 
and  they  are  in  distress  because  of  the 
floods  in  several  of  the  States,  the  com¬ 
mittee  feels  this  is  a  most  generous 
authorization  in  the  pending  bill. 

Mr.  O’KONSKI.  I  appreciate  the  con¬ 
tribution  made  by  the  distinguished  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Mississippi  and  I  respect 
his  judgment  a  great  deal;  however,  I 
think  that  this  authorization  should  be 
increased  from  $6,000,000  to  $8,000,000. 
The  committee  was  gracious  enough,  as 
the  chairman  pointed  out,  to  raise  the 
sum,  after  we  appeared  before  the  com¬ 
mittee,  from  four  to  six  million  dollars, 
which  is  very  much  appreciated. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  O’KONSKI.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  I  call  the  attention 
of  the  gentleman  to  the  fact  that  this  is 
the  amount  carried  in  the  bill  in  1948. 
When  you  consider  the  $17,000,000  on 
hand,  plus  the  $12,000,000  which  this  bill 
will  carry  in  2  years,  there  will  be  nearly 
$30,000,000  to  be  expended  on  Indian 
reservation  roads.  It  does  seem  to  me 
that  is  ample  and  adequate  to  take  care 
of  the  problem. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  And  as  my  col¬ 
league  will  recall  the  act  of  1944  carried 
$6,000,000  for  this  purpose,  as  did  the 
act  of  1948. 

Mr.  O’KONSKI.  I  realize  and  appre¬ 
ciate  the  position  of  the  leaders  of  the 
Public  Works  Committee.  I  know  that 
our  job  lies  not  so  much  with  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  this  distinguished  committee  as 
with  the  members  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  to  try  to  get  the  adequate 


amounts  to  do  the  right  kind  of  job  by 
the  Indian  Bureau  in  the  field  of  roads. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
O’Konski]. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  committee  raised 
the  amount  in  question  50  percent  before 
reporting  this  bill  to  the  floor.  With  the 
amounts  remaining  unobligated  and  on 
hand,  it  seems  to  me  we  are  providing 
generously  for  Indian  roads.  No  harm 
will  be  done  the  program  by  sustaining 
the  amount  specified  in  the  bill.  I 
therefore  think  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
O  Konski]  should  not  be  approved,  and 
I  ask  that  it  be  rejected. 

Mr.  WIER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  cut  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  merely  wish  to  call 
attention  to  the  fact  that  I  shall  support 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  on  the  basis  of  the  de¬ 
struction  that  has  occurred  by  reason  of 
the  terrific  floods  in  North  Dakota  and 
Minnesota.  Considerable  of  that  de¬ 
struction  has  been  in  the  territory  of 
Indian  reservations.  I  want  the  Mem¬ 
bers  to  take  cognizance  of  the  fact  that 
millions  of  dollars  worth  of  roads  and 
bridges  have  been  destroyed  in  the  State 
of  Minnesota,  in  the  State  of  North 
Dakota,  and  down  through  South  Da¬ 
kota.  I  think  it  is  very  worthy  that 
some  consideration  be  given  in  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  extra  $2,000,000.  I  know 
the  $2,000,000  the  gentleman  attempts  to 
add  as  an  amendment  is  limited  to  In¬ 
dian  reservations,  but  that  will  help  both 
Minnesota  and  North  Dakota  in  the  re¬ 
habilitation  of  utterly  destroyed  high¬ 
ways  and  roads. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  O'Konski]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  further 
amendments  to  section  4? 

Are  there  any  amendments  to  section 
5?  Section  6?  Section  7?  Section  8? 
Section  9? 

Mr.  HOLMES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Holmes:  On 
page  10,  line  23,  after  “Sec.  9."  insert  “(a)” 
and  on  page  11,  after  line  22,  insert  the 
following: 

“(b)  The  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads 
is  authorized  to  provide  for  the  construc¬ 
tion,  reconstruction,  or  improvement  of 
roads  (including  defense  service  roads, 
bridges,  tubes,  and  tunnels)  in  order  to 
provide  access  and  service  to  military,  naval, 
and  air  force  reservations,  facilities,  and 
installations,  and  to  defense  industries  and 
defense  facilities  and  installations;  and  in 
order  to  correct  critical  deficiencies  in  exist¬ 
ing  roads  in  adjacent  communities  on  which 
there  is  serious  congestion  due  primarily  to 
traffic  generated  by  military,  naval,  and  air 
force  reservations,  facilities,  and  installa¬ 
tions,  or  by  defense  industries  and  defense 
facilities  and  installations,  when  such  roads 
are  certified  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
as  essential  to  the  national  defense  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Chairman  of  the 
Atomic  Energy  Commission,  the  Chairman 
of  the  Munitions  Board  of  the  Department 
of  Defense,  or  by  the  Chairman  of  the  Re¬ 
search  and  Development  Board  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense.  Not  to  exceed  $10,- 
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000,000  of  any  money  heretofore  or  hereafter 
appropriated  for  expenditure  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Highway 
Act,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  shall  be 
available  for  expenditure  by  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  of  Public  Roads  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  such  act  in  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  this  section  and  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  any 
sum  or  sums  necessary  to  reimburse  the 
funds  so  expended  from  time  to  time  under 
authority  of  this  section :  Provided,  That  the 
Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  the 
construction,  reconstruction,  or  improvement 
of  any  such  road  pursuant  to  this  section 
shall  not  exceed  the  Federal  pro  rata  share 
of  the  cost  of  projects  authorized  by  the 
Federal  Highway  Act,  as  amended  and  sup¬ 
plemented,  in  the  State  in  which  such  con¬ 
struction,  reconstruction,  or  improvement 
work  is  undertaken.” 

Mr.  HOLMES.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  to  section  9,  starting  at  the 
bottom  of  page  10,  does  not  change  the 
total  authorization  of  the  bill  one  dollar. 
It  does  set  aside  a  $10,000,000  fund  to  be 
administered  by  the  Public  Roads  Ad¬ 
ministration  in  exactly  the  same  manner 
as  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  has 
set  aside  certain  sums  of  money  in  the 
past  and  in  this  bill  for  administering 
emergency  funds. 

There  are  areas  within  the  United 
States,  which  might  be  termed  “defense 
areas,”  where,  I  believe,  the  authority 
contained  in  this  amendment  is  required 
for  two  reasons :  First,  to  permit  prompt 
and  rapid  evacuation  should  any  emer¬ 
gency  or  defense  purpose  make  neces¬ 
sary  such  evacuation;  second,  to  meet 
present-day  emergency  conditions  aris¬ 
ing  from  the  establishment  of  military 
installations  or  defense  plants  in  an  area 
where  the  present  highway  system  is  in¬ 
adequate.  These  two  reasons  involve 
both  security  and  efficient  operations  at 
these  installations. 

This  amendment  will  give  to  the 
proper  Federal  agencies  necessary  au¬ 
thority  to  cooperate  with  State  agencies. 
It  will  permit  the  allocation  of  funds  out 
of  the  total  authorized  appropriations 
for  the  Federal  Aid  Road  Act,  and  thus 
not  require  any  additional  money  au¬ 
thorization  to  that  proposed  in  H.  R. 
7941. 

The  administration  of  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  is  properly  safeguarded  through  the 
requirement  for  certification  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense,  the  Atomic  Energy 
Commission,  and  so  forth.  It  conforms 
with  the  policy  followed  by  Congress  in 
providing  emergency  funds  to  meet  ex¬ 
traordinary  conditions.  It  follows  also 
the  pattern  of  the  Public  Roads  Admin¬ 
istration  in  its  program,  and  the  lan¬ 
guage  is  in  a  form  to  meet  and  conform 
with  Public  Roads  Administration  pro¬ 
cedure. 

The  suggestion  has  been  made  that 
there  already  is  legislation  on  the  sub¬ 
ject  covered  by  the  bill.  This,  however, 
is  not  the  case.  Section  6  of  the  Defense 
Highway  Act  of  1941,  approved  Novem¬ 
ber  19,  1941 — Fifty-fifth  Statutes,  page 
765 — provided  for  the  construction  of 
roads  to  military  and  naval  reservations 
and  to  defense  industries  and  defense- 
industry  sites  during  the  period  of  the 
emergency  when  certified  as  being  im¬ 
portant  to  the  national  defense  by  the 
Secretary  of  War  or  the  Secretary  of  the 


Navy.  Section  6  of  said  act  authorized 
appropriations  for  paying  the  entire  cost 
of  the  construction  of  such  roads  when 
so  certified.  However,  the  act  approved 
July  25,  1947 — Public  Law  239,  Eightieth 
Congress — contained  the  following  pro¬ 
visions  : 

That  the  following  statutory  provisions  are 
hereby  repealed :  *  *  *.  The  provisions  of 

the  act  of  November  19,  1941  (55  Stat.  765), 
as  amended,  relating  to  the  availability  for 
obligation  of  funds  appropriated  pursuant  to 
said  act,  as  amended,  except  that  such  funds 
shall  remain  available  for  the  completion  of 
access-road  projects  which  are  now  under 
construction. 

The  effect  of  the  above  clause  is  to 
terminate  the  availability  of  funds  un¬ 
der  section  6  of  the  Defense  Highway 
Act  except  as  to  such  funds  as  were 
permitted  to  remain  available  for  the 
completion  of  access -road  projects  then 
under  construction.  There  is  not,  there¬ 
fore,  any  law  now  in  effect  which  au¬ 
thorizes  the  construction  of  such  access 
roads  and  provides  funds  for  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to 
make  provision  for  meeting  situations 
such  as  outlined  above,  when  certified 
as  necessary  in  connection  with  the  na¬ 
tional  defense.  It  follows  the  pattern 
of  legislation  which  has  been  enacted 
by  Congress  over  a  long  period  of  years 
with  respect  to  relief  in  emergencies. 
In  other  words,  it  provides  a  stand-by 
authority  which  can  be  invoked  in  con¬ 
formity  with  the  provisions  of  the 
amendment,  and  would  make  it  unneces¬ 
sary  for  Congress  to  provide  more  spe¬ 
cific  legislative  authority  and  funds  for 
the  purpose  in  individual  instances  that 
may  arise. 

The  need  for  this  legislation  was 
brought  to  my  attention  particularly  by 
conditions  existing  in  the  Columbia 
Easin  west  of  the  Columbia  River  re¬ 
sulting  from  the  establishment  of  the 
Hanford  Engineer  Works  of  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission  there.  This  plant 
was,  of  necessity,  located  in  a  sparsely 
settled  area.  It  has  resulted  in  a  tre¬ 
mendous  increase  in  population,  which 
has  created  many  complex  problems  in 
community  life,  not  only  for  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  city  of  Richland,  but  also  for 
the  two  neighboring  cities  of  Kennewick 
and  Pasco,  both  of  which  have  doubled 
and  tripled  in  population.  The  problem 
is  again  multiplied  by  the  recent  an¬ 
nouncement  that  troops  will  be  garri¬ 
soned  in  the  Hanford  area  beginning 
April  1.  The  construction  program  to 
furnish  quarters  for  these  troops  will 
begin  soon  after  July  1,  it  is  expected, 
and  this  will  add  an  additional  burden 
because  of  the  workmen  coming  into  the 
area  on  this  new  construction. 

One  of  the  chief  problems  has  been 
an  increasingly  difficult  traffic  situation 
directly  attributable  to  the  lack  of  suf¬ 
ficient  bridge  facilities  across  the  Co¬ 
lumbia  River.  This,  in  turn,  has  point¬ 
ed  up  the  national-defense  problem  as 
to  what  could  be  done  in  the  event  any 
evacuation  of  that  area  might  become 
necessary.  Should  any  emergency  arise, 
through  any  cause  whatever,  calling  for 
rapid  evacuation  of  the  area  to  the  west 
of  the  Columbia  River,  there  is,  at  pres¬ 


ent,  no  way  by  which  either  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  force  or  civilian  personnel 
could  be  moved  across  the  Columbia 
River  and  to  the  east  or  southeast  be¬ 
cause  of  the  lack  of  facilities  to  cross 
this  great  river.  There  is,  at  present, 
only  an  inadequate  narrow  two-lane, 
State-owned  bridge,  built  in  1922,  to  per¬ 
mit  crossing  of  the  river  and  to  handle 
traffic.  This  traffic,  verified  by  a  State 
highway  department  count  in  1948,  to¬ 
taled  104,000  vehicles  in  a  week,  and 
a  later  count  totaled  18,000  vehicles  in 
24  hours.  In  any  emergency  there 
would  be  .at  least  75,000  to  100,000  peo¬ 
ple  to  evacuate,  an  impossible  task  as 
conditions  now  exist,  should  it  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  do  so  quickly. 

There  is  no  highway  bridge  to  the 
north  on  the  Columbia  River  from  Ken¬ 
newick  except  the  Vantage  Ferry  bridge 
on  route  10,  a  distance  of  some  75  miles. 
To  the  south  on  the  Columbia  River, 
there  is  no  highway  bridge  until  you 
reach  the  White  Salmon-Hood  River 
bridge,  which  is  just  65  miles  out  of 
Portland,  Oreg.,  and  a  journey  of  about 
150  to  160  miles  from  the  Kennewick- 
Pasco  bridge.  It  would  be  impossible  to 
get  to  the  Vantage  Ferry  bridge  because 
it  would  require  going  straight  through 
the  Hanford  Reservation  or  through  a 
very  circuitous  route  farther  west. 

The  State  highway  department,  real¬ 
izing  the  emergency,  has  made  a  thor¬ 
ough  study  of  the  necessity  for  a  new 
bridge  at  that  location.  In  predicting 
the  traffic  for  the  future  in  this  area,  it 
is  indicated  that  by  1951,  if  a  bridge 
could  be  completed  by  that  time,  there 
would  he  on  the  existing  bridge  an  an¬ 
nual  average  daily  count  of  8,707,  and 
on  a  new  structure,  a  count  of  11,190. 

The  existing  bridge  between  Pasco  and 
Kennewick  is  only  19  feet  between  curbs. 
Of  the  average  of  16,234  vehicles  using 
the  bridge  daily,  the  State  highway  de¬ 
partment  advises  me  that  an  origin- 
destination  survey  shows  an  average 
daily  traffic  count  of  9,150  vehicles  using 
the  present  bridge,  which  was  entirely 
generated  by  reason  of  the  installation 
at  Richland.  I  am  advised  by  the  State 
highway  department  that  application 
was  made  some  time  ago  through  the 
Public  Roads  Administration,  supported 
by  a  resolution  from  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  State  of  Washington, 
for  an  allocation  of  Federal  money  as  a 
matching  fund  to  enable  the  State  high¬ 
way  department  to  construct  a  bridge 
across  the  Columbia  River  between 
Pasco  and  Kennewick  capable  of  han¬ 
dling  the  increased  traffic  at  that  point. 
As  explained  before,  funds  could  not 
be  allocated  until  legislation  of  this  na¬ 
ture  could  be  passed. 

I  urge  favorable  consideration  by  the 
House  of  this  proposed  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  asvk 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
may  proceed  for  two  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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Mr.  JOHNSON.  As  I  understand  it,  in 
the  event  that  the  appropriate  military 
officials  certify  the  need  for  a  road,  then 
the  Public  Roads  Commission  has  the 
right  to  allocate  the  funds  for  that  road? 

Mr.  HOLMES.  Yes;  under  the  limita¬ 
tion  of  a  fund  of  money  which  I  have 
asked  to  be  set  aside,  in  the  amendment, 
of  $10,000,000  will  be  used  in  extraordi¬ 
nary  circumstances  by  the  certification 
of  the  Public  Roads  Commission  and 
the  Department  of  Defense  in  exactly 
the  same  manner  as  they  handle  ex¬ 
traordinary  situations  with  flood 
moneys. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  I  know  of  two  in¬ 
stallations  in  southern  California  out 
in  the  Mojave  Desert,  which  are  very 
much  isolated  from  the  rest  of  the  world. 
Would  that  kind  of  installation  be  eligi¬ 
ble  in  the  event  a  proper  certification  is 
made  and  if  they  could  convince  the 
Roads  Commission?  Then  could  they 
get  some  highway  relief? 

Mr.  HOLMES.  Yes;  they  would. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  If  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  is  adopted,  it  does  not  in¬ 
crease  the  amount  authorized  by  this 
bill? 

Mr.  HOLMES.  No;  it  does  not  in¬ 
crease  the  amount  by  a  single  dollar. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  It  only  carves  out  a 
maximum  of  $10,000,000  from  the  full 
amount  of  the  authorization.  Is  that 
not  correct? 

Mr.  HOLMES.  That  is  correct,  plus 
the  fact,  may  I  say  to  the  gentleman 
from  California,  that  this  amendment 
operates  in  the  same  manner  as  a  50-50 
matching  fund  with  the  various  areas 
that  are  involved  that  is  with  certified 
projects.  While  during  the  war  emer¬ 
gency  the  Government  paid  the  entire 
bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  In  other  words,  if 
that  were  done  in  my  State,  California 
would  match  the  amount  on  the  basis  of 
50  percent? 

Mr.  HOLMES.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  And  that  would  be 
the  situation  in  every  other  State? 

Mr.  HOLMES.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLMES.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  What  does  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  amendment  provide  as  to  where 
this  money  would  come  from? 

Mr.  HOLMES.  It  would  come  out  of 
the  authorization  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  So  that,  if  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  amendment  prevails,  the 
amount  to  be  set  aside  would  lower  the 
other  authorizations  in  the  bill  which  are 
intended  for  other  purposes? 

Mr.  HOLMES.  It  would  only  be  in¬ 
volved  in  handling  that  particular  type 
of  emergency  and  extraordinary  condi¬ 
tions,  as  you  do  in  flood-control  work. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Is  this  the  same 
amendment  that  the  gentleman  pro¬ 
posed  before  the  committee? 

Mr.  PIOLMES.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLMES.  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  The  gentleman 
is  being  very  frank,  but  that  is  not  the 
whole  story.  There  is  a  little  word,  to 


wit;  “revolving.”  As  I  recall  the  amend¬ 
ment  and  as  I  recall  the  gentleman’s 
bill,  it  might  involve  $10,000,000  or  it 
might  involve  $20,000,000  or  it  might  in¬ 
volve  a  great  deal  more.  It  is  indefinite 
on  the  face  of  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  HOLMES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  two 
additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
V/ashington? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HOLMES.  In  reply  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman,  the  amendment  is 
limited  to  the  $10,000,000  fund.  That  is 
a  limitation  placed  in  the  amendment. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  With  all  due 
deference,  that  means  a  revolving  fund, 
and  it  is  to  begin  with  $10,000,000,  but 
it  may  aggregate  $100,000,000  before  we 
get  through. 

Mr.  HOLMES.  It  does  not  have  to  be 
replenished  past  the  $10,000,000  point  un¬ 
til  it  is  used  up  under  the  language  of 
the  amendment  and  only  after  proper 
certification  of  a  project  by  the  Public 
Roads  Administration  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Well,  certain¬ 
ly  not. 

Mr.  HOLMES.  I  hope  the  committee 
will  give  favorable  consideration  to  the 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Washington  has  expired. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all 
debate  on  this  amendment  and  all 
amendments  thereto  close  in  5  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  ask  for  recognition. 

Mr.  Chairman,  translated,  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Holmes]  means  that 
for  the  enlargement  and  building  of  a 
bridge  across  the  Columbia  River,  Wash¬ 
ington  and  Oregon  be  given  preference 
in  the  matter  of  bridge  construction  in 
the  United  States. 

The  gentleman  has  a  bill  that  has  been 
considered  by  our  committee.  We  heard 
him.  The  hearings  are  available  to  the 
membership.  The  committee  declined  to 
embrace  the  provisions  of  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  bill  and  the  gentleman’s  amend¬ 
ment.  The  committee  rejected  it,  and 
I  think  properly  so. 

Section  9  treats  all  of  the  States  exact¬ 
ly  alike  with  respect  to  emergencies. 
Section  9  is  not  new  law.  It  obtained  in 
1934,  1936,  and  1943.  It  provides  that  in 
emergencies,  in  the  event  of  a  storm  or 
a  catastrophe  of  any  kind,  $10,000,000 
only — not  a  revolving  fund — $10,000,000 
of  the  funds  appropriated  as  authorized 
in  this  bill  shall  be  made  immediately 
available  so  that  if  a  Federal-aid  road  or 
bridge  has  been  destroyed  or  damaged  it 
would  not  be  necessary  to  wait  until  the 
next  session  of  the  Congress  to  repair  it. 

The  provisions  of  that  section  have 
been  tried  and  approved.  That  fund  has 


been  exhausted.  So  we  ask  in  this  bill, 
under  section  9,  that  that  law  be  reen¬ 
acted,  because  that  fund  has  been  ex¬ 
hausted.  But  the  gentleman  from  W  ash  - 
ington  [Mr.  Holmes],  with  respect  to  an 
atomic  project  out  there,  has  got  a  con¬ 
gested  condition.  There  is  a  bridge 
across  the  Columbia  River  and  conges¬ 
tion  obtains  when  you  reach  the  ap¬ 
proaches.  That  is  true  whether  it  is 
down  here  at  the  Fourteenth  Street 
bridge  over  the  Potomac  River  in  Wash¬ 
ington,  or  whether  it  is  a  bridge  over 
many  other  rivers  and  in  many  cities 
and  States.  That  condition  obtains 
generally  in  the  United  States.  The 
committee  pointed  out  that  in  many 
cities  in  this  country  there  are  rivers  that 
divide  cities,  and  it  is  just  as  necessary 
that  additional  bridges  be  constructed  in 
those  cities  as  it  is  near  an  atomic  energy 
project,  in  the  gentleman’s  district. 

Out  of  the  billions  that  we  have  au¬ 
thorized  for  that  atomic  energy  project, 
a  railroad  has  been  constructed  to  reach 
it.  Under  national  defense,  if  they  need 
help,  as  I  understand  the  law,  the 
Atomic  Commission  has  a  right  to  pro¬ 
vide  funds  for  the  construction  of  a 
highway  or  a  bridge.  But  now,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  funds  allocated  to  his  State, 
the  gentleman,  vlligant  and  persistent, 
I  might  add,  and  properly  so,  in  behalf 
ef  his  constituents,  asks  the  Congress  to 
provide  a  revolving  fund  to  construct 
a  bridge  out  there  that  he  is  interested 
in.  When  that  amount  of  $10,000,000 
is  used  up_,  without  any  further  author¬ 
ization  it  would  automatically  be  replen¬ 
ished.  If  his  bridge  is  constructed  and 
your  bridge  is  constructed  and  other 
bridges  are  constructed,  it  might  amount 
to  $100,000,000.  It  is  an  unsound  pro¬ 
posal.  In  my  judgment,  if  it  was  essen¬ 
tial  to  national  defense,  the  Atomic  En¬ 
ergy  Commission  that  is  building  a  rail¬ 
road  out  there,  at  a  cost  of  something 
more  than  a  million  dollars,  as  I  recall, 
would  have  authority,  as  they  did  dur¬ 
ing  the  war,  to  construct  it.  Now,  under 
the  guise  of  providing  an  additional  fa¬ 
cility,  the  gentleman  is  offering  an 
amendment  which  would  bring  forward 
the  lav  that  obtained  during  the  war, 
that  authorized  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  as  Commander  in  Chief, 
to  construct  at  Federal  expense — except 
that  he  would  match  it — military  and 
other  installations. 

The  committee  considered  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  proposal  and  I  think  properly  re¬ 
jected  it. 

I  now  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HOLMES.  In  all  due  fairness  to 
.  the  gentleman’s  remarks,  this  is  Nation¬ 
wide.  It  does  not  pertain  just  to  that 
particular  area. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Is  that  a  ques¬ 
tion  or  a  statement? 

Mr.  HOLMES.  It  is  Nation-wide. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  But,  in  all  fair¬ 
ness,  it  is  intended  to  apply  to  the  atomic 
energy  project  across  the  Columbia 
River,  because  you  are  the  only  Member 
of  Congress  who  has  been  before  our 
committee  in  behalf  of  a  project  of  this 
kind.  We  considered  it  carefully.  We 
heard  you  at  length,  and,  in  all  kindness, 
if  the  State  of  Washington  is  as  much 
interested  as  you  and  the  people  of  your 
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district  seem  to  be,  they  can  match  the 
fund  and  provide  for  an  additional  or 
longer  bridge,  just  as  they  can  do  in 
many  other  cities  out  of  Federal-aid 
funds  apportioned  to  the  States, 
i  Mr.  HOLMES.  Of  course,  that  is  what 
they  would  do  all  over  the  Nation  in  re¬ 
lation  to  this  amendment,  in  those  acute 
defense  areas. 

\  Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Yes,  but  in 
peacetime,  under  the  guise  of  an  atomic 
energy  project,  you  are  trying  to  get  out 
of  the  funds  appropriated  for  all  the  peo¬ 
ple  in  the  United  States,  enough  money 
set  aside  so  that  this  bridge  may  be  con¬ 
structed.  In  my  judgment,  the  amend¬ 
ment  should  be  defeated. 

-  The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment  of- 
ered  by  the  gentleman  from  Washing- 
on. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

(The  CHAIRMAN  called  sections  10  to 
13,  inclusive,  for  amendment,  but  none 
was  offered.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  amend¬ 
ments  to  section  14? 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  KEATING- asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
m^rks  ) 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  at 
the  appropriate  time,  I  shall  offer  a  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit  this  bill  to  the  Com- 
#mittee  on  Public  Works,  with  the  di¬ 
rection  to  report  the  same  back  to  the 
House  forthwith,  with  a  modest  reduc¬ 
tion  of  20  percent  in  the  annual  amounts 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  under 
section  1  for  Federal  aid  to  highway  con¬ 
struction. 

The  amount  of  the  saving,  if  this 
motion  should  carry,  would  be  $100,000,- 
000  a  year  for  the  2  years  involved,  or  a 
total  of  $200,000,000. 

By  this  amendment  I  seek  to  make  a 
modest  reduction  of  20  percent  in  the 
annual  amounts  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  under  this  program  for  Federal 
aid  to  highway  construction.  The 
amount  of  the  saving,  if  the  amendment 
is  adopted,  would  be  $100,000,000  a  year 
for  the  2  years  involved,  or  a  total  of 
$200,000,000. 

I  would  be  less  than  frank  were  I  not 
to  admit  at  the  outset  that  even  if  this 
motion  should  carry,  I  would  still  feel 
compelled  to  vote  against  the  bill.  The 
Members  are  entitled  to  that  frank  state¬ 
ment  from  me  at  the  outset. 

Two  years  ago,  when  our  budget  was 
balanced,  we  authorized  an  expenditure 
of  $450,000,000  a  year  for  fiscal  1950 
and  1951.  Now,  when  we  have  been  run¬ 
ning  for  2  years  in  the  red  to  the  tune  of 
over  $5,000,000,000  a  year,  it  is  proposed 
to  authorize  for  fiscal  1952  and  1953  even 
more — $500,000,000  a  year,  or  a  total  of 
$1,000,000,000.  In  addition  to  that,  of 
course,  this  bill  carries  with  it  authoriza¬ 
tions  for  other  road-construction  projects 
not  covered  by  my  amendment,  amount¬ 
ing  to  $136,500,000  a  year,  or  a  total  for 
the  2  years  of  $273,000,000. 

Good  roads  are,  of  course,  vital  to  the 
welfare  and  progress  of  our  great  coun¬ 
try.  But  the  same  argument  may,  with 
equal  force,  be  advanced  regarding  many 
other  features  of  our  national  life. 


We  have  been  presented  by  the  com¬ 
mittee,  on  pages  4  and  5  of  the  report, 
with  a  table  showing  the  amount  which 
each  State  will  receive  under  this  pro¬ 
gram.  The  last  column  gives  the  ap¬ 
portionment  of  the  total  figure  of  $570,- 
000,000,  which  is  involved  in  sections  1 
and  2,  and  the  next-to-the-last  column 
gives  the  apportionment  of  the  $500,- 
000,000  figure  involved  in  section  1 
alone,  to  which  my  motion  will  be 
addressed 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  will  be  very  happy 
to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  and  others  at  the  end  of  my  re¬ 
marks  that  they  may  inquire  what 
amount  their  States  v/ould  recive  and 
what  they  pay. 

Under  this  program,  for  instance,  New 
York  will  receive  $31,700,000.  But  New 
York’s  contribution  to  all  Federal-aid 
programs  is  18.35  percent,  so  that  New 
York  citizens  will  pay  $91,700,000  in 
order  to  get  back  $31,700,000  out  of  the 
$500,000,000  fund. 

Here  are  the  figures  on  all  the  14  States 
which  contribute  to  Federal  road  pro¬ 
grams  more  than  they  receive : 


States 

Percent 
contrib¬ 
uted  to 
Federal- 
aid  pro¬ 
grams 

Amount 
contrib¬ 
uted  to 
$500,000,000 
Federal  road 
program 

Amount 
received 
Federal  road 
program 

California . 

7.3 

$36, 500, 000 

$26, 800, 000 

Connecticut _ 

1.69 

7, 900,  000 

4, 800, 000 

Delaware— . 

.76 

3, 800, 000 

2,  000,  000 

Illinois . . 

8.82 

44, 100,  000 

21,800,000 

Kentucky . 

2.01 

10,  000,  000 

8, 400,  000 

Maryland _ 

2.64 

13,  200,  000 

4,  900,  000 

Massachusetts _ 

3.04 

15,  200,  000 

9, 800,  000 

Michigan _ 

6.  34' 

31,  700,  000 

17, 000,000 

New  Jersey _ 

2.84 

14,  200,  000 

9,  500, 000 

New  York . 

18.35 

91,700,000 

31,700,  000 

North  Carolina... 

2.88 

14,  400,  000 

11,100,000 

Ohio . 

6.49 

32, 400,  000 

19,  900,  000 

Pennsylvania . 

7.94 

39,  700,  000 

23,  600,  000 

Virginia... . 

1.90 

9, 500,  000 

8, 800,  000 

The  charge  may  be  made  by  one  of 
the  Members  from  the  34  States  which 
contribute  less  than  they  receive  under 
such  Federal-aid  programs  that  this  at¬ 
titude  is  provincial,  and  that,  as  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  national  legislative  body,  we 
should  look  at  all  of  these  questions  from 
the  point  of  view  of  the  national  inter¬ 
est  alone,  without  regard  to  their  effect 
on  our  own  constituents.  Perhaps  there 
is  some  merit  in  that  argument.  The 
difficulty  is  that  provincialism  is  evi¬ 
denced  day  in  and  day  out  most  fre¬ 
quently  and  most  clearly  by  those  who 
are  securing  something  for  their  own 
districts  at  the  expense  of  everybody 
else.  It  is  to  offset  that  type  of  argu¬ 
ment,  almost  daily  heard  in  this  body 
and  the  other  body,  that  I  have  felt  it 
desirable  to  call  the  attention  of  my 
colleagues,  particularly  those  from  the 
States  which  I  have  enumerated,  to  the 
burden  which  they  are  casting  upon  the 
people  in  their  own  districts  by  favoring 
the  measure  before  us,  and  opposing  the 
motion  which  I  shall  offer. 

Nor  do  I  concede  the  charge  which  will 
be  made  that  opposition  to  this  bill  and 
the  proposal  of  this  motion  to  recommit 
stems  from  an  effort  to  protect  only  the 
taxpayers  of  a  limited  geographical  area. 

It  seems  to  me  it  is  the  height  of  irre¬ 
sponsibility  in  the  present  precarious 


state  of  our  Federal  finances,  faced  as 
we  are  with  inescapable  commitments  to 
preserve  the  security  of  our  country  for 
us,  as  representatives  of  all  of  the  people 
of  the  United  States,  to  vote  an  actual 
increase  in  authorizations  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways — surely  one  activ¬ 
ity  where  prudence  would  dictate  some 
pruning,  rather  than  enlargement  of  ex¬ 
penditures. 

Despite  the  honeyed  words  from  high 
quarters,  no  responsible  official  connected 
with  either  our  Defense  Department  or 
our  Department  of  State  envisions  in 
the  immediate  future  any  substantial  re¬ 
duction  in  our  budgetary  provisions  for 
the  armed  services.  Indeed,  all  the  talk, 
except  that  of  a  purely  political  char¬ 
acter,  is  along  the  line  of  a  possible  in¬ 
crease  in  these  commitments.  In  the 
present  state  of  world  affairs  we  dare 
not,  we  will  not  fail  to  make  adequate 
provision  for  the  needs  of  our  armed 
services  and  research  projects. 

We  are  a  mighty  Nation,  guarding  not 
only  our  freedom  but  the  freedom  and 
hope  of  freemen  everywhere.  Nothing 
could  be  more  false  or  more  foolish  than 
to  cripple  our  armed  services  while  the 
world  is  in  its  present  state  of  turmoil 
and  unrest. 

In  the  meantime,  however,  it  is  im¬ 
perative  that  we  reduce  our  domestic 
expenses.  Projects,  buildings,  roads,  and 
plans  which  would  have  first  priority  in 
more  normal  times  must  be  postponed 
until  such  time  as  we  can  afford  them,  or 
scaled  down  to  meet  the  capabilities  of 
our  people.  We  are  not  free  agents  in 
the  true  sense,  since  a  major  part  of  our 
budget  today  is  determined  for  us  by  the 
despotic  rulers  of  a  foreign  power. 

Our  country  is  undoubtedly  the 
wealthiest,  most  prosperous  nation  in 
the  world  at  the  present  time,  but  we 
must  not  delude  ourselves  into  thinking 
that  we  can  afford  to  waste  our  wealth 
on  a  multitude  of  peacetime  projects,  in 
addition  to  bearing  the  tremendous  bur¬ 
den  of  maintaining  an  adequate  defense. 

There  comes  a  point  in  taxation  where 
diminishing  returns  begin  to  result.  To 
continue  to  further  expand  our  economy 
and  our  prosperity  we  must  not  make  the 
rate  of  taxation  so  high  that  people  will 
not  have  the  incentive  to  invest  their 
money.  In  order  to  preserve  our  ability 
to  support  the  Government  by  taxes  we 
must  maintain  a  sound  and  prosperous 
economy. 

We  must  tailor  our  expenditures  to 
meet  the  amount  of  income  which  the 
Government  receives  in  the  form  of 
taxes.  A  sound  fiscal  policy,  embracing 
a  just  rate  of  taxation  and  the  practice  of 
economy  with  regard  to  normal  spend¬ 
ing,  is  the  soundest  defense  policy  we  can 
have. 

We  must  not  fritter  away  our  wealth 
and  our  freedom  for  the  short-lived 
benefit  of  special  interest  groups  who 
put  their  sectional  or  political  welfare 
above  that  of  the  Nation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  expired. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  five 
additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
could  be  no  benefit  in  defeating  commu¬ 
nism  abroad  if  we  allow  ourselves  to  slip 
into  financial  ruin  here  at  home.  More¬ 
over,  nothing  would  please  the  Kremlin 
and  the  Communists  more  than  to  have 
the  United  States,  the  stronghold  of  lib¬ 
erty  and  individual  rights,  become  a  vic¬ 
tim  of  our  own  extravagance. 

The  reduction  which  I  shall  propose  in 
my  motion  is  modest  indeed — only  20 
percent  off  the  $500,000,000  figure,  and 
only  about  10  percent  under  the  last  au¬ 
thorization  bill  which  we  adopted". 

Furthermore,  since  this  is  a  planning 
bill  for  fiscal  1952  and  1953,  it  cannot 
successfully  be  contended  that  such  a  re¬ 
duction  will  result  in  any  interference 
with  projects  already  under  way.  The 
time  has  come — indeed,  long  since  was 
here — for  us  to  begin  to  cut  down  on  the 
always  enticing,  but  surely  destructive 
course  of  raising,  year  after  year,  the 
authorized  expenditures  for  this,  that,  or 
the  other  Federal  project.  No  harm  can 
come  to  any  community  by  this  reduc¬ 
tion.  On  the  other  hand,  a  reversal  in 
our  profligate  policy  will  be  hailed,  not 
alone  among  those  in  the  14  States  which 
I  have  enumerated,  but  throughout  the 
country,  as  an  indication  that  it  is  at 
long  last  sinking  into  our  collective  con¬ 
sciousness  that  if  our  country  is  to  make 
substantial,  constructive  progress;  if  it 
is  to  build  its  future,  not  on  the  sands, 
but  on  a  rock;  if  it  is  to  maintain  its  posi¬ 
tion  of  world  leadership  and  preserve, 
not  only  its  own  freedom  but  freedom 
throughout  the  world,  it  can  only  be 
done  by  the  careful  husbanding  of  our 
own  resources  and  the  prudent  manage¬ 
ment  of  our  own  financial  structure. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  I  would  like  to  have  the 
gentleman  quote  the  figures  for  Penn¬ 
sylvania  that  he  did  for  New  York. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Pennsylvania’s  per¬ 
centage  of  contribution  to  Federal  aid 
programs  is  7.94  percent  and  the  amount, 
therefore,  which  it  contributes  to  the 
$500,000,000  is  $39,700,000.  For  that  $39,- 
000,000  plus  it  receives  back  $23,600,000, 
or  a  difference  of  over  $13,000,000. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  May  I  point 
out  to  the  gentleman  that  we  had  before 
our  committee  Mr.  B.  D.  Towney,  super¬ 
intendent  of  public  works  for  the  State 
of  New  York. 

Mr.  KEATING.  If  the  superintendent 
of  public  works  of  the  State  of  New 
York  appeared  along  with  all  the  other 
superintendents  of  public  works  from 
other  States  in  favor  of  this  bill,  I  differ 
with  him  just  the  same  as  I  differ  with 
the  others.  But  I  point  out  to  my  friend 
from  Alabama  that  the  New  York  State 
Assembly  has  passed  a  memorializing 
resolution  which  I  inserted  in  the  Record 
on  May  9  and  which  will  be  found  at 
page  A3614.  In  that  resolution  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  New  York  congressional 
delegation  and  others  was  drawn  to  the 
annual  tendency  to  increase  these  -Fed¬ 


eral-aid  programs — $2,190,000,000  for 
fiscal  1949,  over  three  billion  for  fiscal 
1950,  and  approaching  four  billion  for 
fiscal  1951.  Stress  was  placed  on  the 
glaring  discrimination  and  tremendous 
financial  drain  suffered  by  New  York 
State  taxpayers  under  these  Federal- aid 
programs  which  we  were  importuned  by 
this  resolution  to  revise  to  remove  the 
resulting  inequities. 

I  feel  reasonably  sure  that  Governor 
Dewey  and  the  New  York  State  officials 
would  agree  with  my  position  on  this 
legislation  but  if  not,  with  all  due  def¬ 
erence  I  must  insist  that  I  feel  respon¬ 
sible  for  taking  such  action  as  my  own 
conscience,  not  that  of  someone  else,  may 
dictate. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last 
word. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  of  course  everyone  admits 
that  we  must  have  highways,  but  it 
seems  futile  to  attempt  to  build  high¬ 
ways  unless  we  have  some  more  strin¬ 
gent  regulations  as  to  their  use. 

Driving  from  Washington  to  Michi¬ 
gan  and  also  on  the  return  trip,  about 
675  miles,  a  tally  was  kept  of  the  pas¬ 
senger  cars  on  the  return  trip  and  of 
the  trucks  on  the  highways.  Much  to 
my  amazement,  on  the  return  trip  it 
was  learned  that  the  trucks — and  this 
is  almost  unbelievable — exceeded  in 
number  the  passenger  cars  that  met  and 
passed  us  each  way. 

This  also  was  learned,  that  in  the 
villages  and  towns  and  cities  where 
pavement  had  been  laid  some  years  ago 
and  was  of  lighter  construction,  it  was 
almost  completely  broken  up;  that  only 
on  the  turnpike  and  perhaps  one  other 
stretch  of  road  in  Ohio  was  the  pave¬ 
ment  what  might  be  now  termed  pass¬ 
able,  usable. 

Trucks  on  the  highways  apparently 
are  growing  larger  each  year  and  cer¬ 
tainly  their  speed  is  increasing.  Some 
trucks  at  least  approximating  in  weight 
some  of  the  freight  cars. 

One  member  of  the  State  police,  com¬ 
menting  upon  the  subject — and  of 
course  I  cannot  vouch  for  his  accuracy, 
giving  only  what  he  said — stated  that 
the  blocks  on  the  turnpike,  if  one 
watched  them  when  there  was  a  light 
rainstorm  or  when  the  blocks  were  wet, 
those  large  blocks  tilted  at  the  joints, 
spraying  water  when  some  of  these 
trucks  went  over  them. 

If  that  is  the  condition,  and  those  of 
you  who  travel  on  the  main  highways  are 
as  able  as  I  am  to  judge,  if  that  is  the 
condition,  and  it  appears  to  be,  have  we 
not  reached  the  time  when  we  must  do 
something  to  limit  the  weight  and  the 
number  of  the  trucks  or  build  a  special 
roadway  for  them? 

It  was  only  last  fall,  as  I  recall,  when, 
coming  down  the  turnpike,  there  was 
anywhere  from  a  quarter  to  a  half  mile 
of  trucks  lined  up  on  the  side  of  the 
highway.  Evidently  the  State  police  had 
found  the  method  of  calling  into  the 
courts,  those  who  were  driving  over¬ 
weight  vehicles  on  the  highway  and  hav¬ 


ing  them  fined  or  occasionally  im¬ 
prisoned  ineffectual  to  stop  that  practice. 
So  these  trucks  were  lined  up,  and  many 
of  them  were  being  forced  to  unload 
before  they  would  permit  them  to  pro¬ 
ceed.  You  can  imagine  what  damage 
that  was  to  the  perishable  freight. 

That  seemed  to  be  the  only  effective 
way  of  controlling  that  practice  of  over¬ 
loading  which  it  was  charged  was  de¬ 
stroying  our  highways,  both  State  and 
federally  built,  to  prevent  their  destruc¬ 
tion  by  those  who  are  using  the  highways 
for  traffic  lanes. 

Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  SHORT.  Everything  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  said  is  absolutely  true,  which  is 
the  strongest  argument  for  this  bill.  In¬ 
stead  of  $500,000,000,  it  should  be  $1,000,- 
000,000. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Oh, 
well,  why  not  make  it  $10,000,000,000? 
Why  not  make  it  $12,000,000,000?  That 
kind  of  argument  coming  from  that 
source  is  most  surprising.  What  are  the 
foundations  of  the  gentleman’s  argu¬ 
ment?  Only  that  tax  money  is  un¬ 
limited. 

I  have  heard  the  gentleman  express 
his  opposition  to  appropriations  abroad 
because  we  have  to  limit  our  contribu¬ 
tions,  because  there  is  a  bottom  to  the 
barrel  somewhere;  as  to  all  other  sources 
of  supply  of  anything  there  is  a  bottom 
somewhere. 

The  gentleman  is  voicing  the  old  falla¬ 
cious  argument,  which  I  have  so  many 
times  heard  him  so  eloquently  demolish, 
to  wit,  that  the  Federal  Government  has 
an  inexhaustible  source  of  supply — that 
there  is  no  limit  to  the  number  of  dollars 
that  can  be  collected  from  taxpayers. 

That,  as  the  gentleman  himself  has 
often  said,  is  errant  nonsense. 

If  the  gentleman  is  now  correct,  why 
not  build  four-lane  highways  on  the 
main  traveled  routes  throughout  the 
country?  Why  not  at  least  a  black -top 
road  to  every  farmhouse? 

All  are  desirable.  There  is  just  one 
reason  for  not  undertaking  that  program 
and  that  is  that  the  money  is  not  avail¬ 
able  and  it  cannot  with  safety  to  our 
Nation  be  made  available. 

I  am  not  objecting  to  good  highways. 
Of  course,  we  should  have  them.  The 
point,  and  the  only  point,  which  I  am 
trying  to  make  is  that  we  should,  by 
some  fair  and  adequate  means,  at  least 
make  some  effort  to  preserve  the  high¬ 
ways  we  have,  to  limit  the  use  of  the 
highways  we  build,  in  such  manner  that 
they  will  not  be  destructively  used. 

A  highway  can  only  sustain  a  certain 
load,  the  amount  of  which  can  be  easily 
and  accurately  determined  by  engineers 
and  experts. 

I  am  not  arguing  that  the  trucks  do 
not  contribute  by  way  of  tax  and  license 
fees  a  fair  sum  for  the  use  they  make  of 
the  highways,  for  I  lack  the  information 
to  express  a  worth-while  opinion  on  that 
subject. 

Permit  me  to  express  a  doubt  that 
some  others  who  do  express  opinions  on 
that  topic  have  adequate  information. 
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The  point  which  I  am  arguing  is — and 
I  repeat — that,  inasmuch  as  we  all  know 
that  the  highways  will  not  withstand  the 
pounding  they  get  from  ever-increasing 
loads,  the  Federal  Government  make  a 
study  of  this  subject;  then  build  a  high¬ 
way  which  can  adequately  carry  and 
withstand  the  traffic  load  which  is  per¬ 
mitted  to  travel  over  it. 

A  truck  carrying  a  load  equal  to  that 
of  some  freight  cars  certainly  must  be 
limited  as  to  speed,  and  it  must  have  a 
track  which  is  equal  to  the  burden  of 
carrying  the  load. 

Ordinary  observation  and  common 
sense  convince  the  observing  and  the 
thinking  individual  that  highways  built 
for  passenger  cars  and  light  trucks  at 
moderate  speed  cannot,  with  safety  to 
the  public  or  proper  conservation  of  the 
roadway,  be  traveled  by  trucks  carrying 
freight-car  loads  at  express-car  speed. 

Let  us  get  as  much  out  of  the  dollar 
expended  for  highway  purposes  as  we 
possibly  can.  That  procedure  means 
more  and  better  roads  for  everyone. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  debate 
on  the  bill  and  all  amendments  thereto 
close  in  20  minutes,  with  5  minutes  re¬ 
served  to  the  committee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  all  admire  the  abil¬ 
ity  and  relish  and  appreciate  the  keen 
wit,  and  at  times  biting  sarcasm  and 
irony,  of  our  good  friend  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoffman],  Those 
of  us  who  have  been  privileged  to  travel 
through  Germany,  which  is  not  as  large 
as  the  State  of  Texas,  but  which  has 
70,000,000  people,  have  been  impressed 
with  her  superhighways,  the  autobahns. 
Regardless  of  what  we  think,  however 
much  we  might  despise  and  hate  Hitler, 
he  did  one  magnificent  job  in  building 
autobahns  all  the  way  from  Friedrichs- 
hafen  and  Mannheim  down  through 
Stuttgart  and  Karlsruhe  to  Munich,  and 
then  up  north  to  Frankfurt,  Cologne,  and 
across  to  Bremen  and  Hamburg,  and 
down  to  Berlin,  Dresden,  and  Leipzig,  to 
Hannover  and  Nuremberg — all  over  the 
land,  without  a  single  lane  coming  into 
the  main  highway;  all  overheads  and 
underpasses. 

His  great  mistake  was  that  he  neg¬ 
lected  his  railroads. 

I  was  amazed  to  find  20  years  after  be¬ 
ing  a  student  in  Germany  they  had  the 
same  old  rolling  stock  as  when  I  was  a 
student  there.  But  everyone  knows  that 
the  building  of  double-lane  highways 
with  a  parkway  between  them,  beautiful 
and  not  cluttered  up  with  a  lot  of  signs 
and  advertisements,  contributes  much  to 
the  strength  of  a  nation.  If  there  is  one 
thing  in  which  we  make  a  sound,  solid 
investment,  I  think  it  is  in  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  roads  in  this  country,  which  are 
so  lamentably  short  and  in  such  poor 
condition. 

When  you  build  highways  there  is  ab¬ 
solutely  no  politics  or  discrimination  in¬ 
volved.  Old  dealers,  New  Dealers,  Dem¬ 


ocrats,  Republicans,  everybody  drives 
over  the  highways.  Every  single  Mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Congress,  whether  you  live 
50  miles  from  Washington  or  2,500  miles, 
drives  over  these  highways.  Some  of 
our  Members  have  been  killed,  too,  in 
trying  to  get  back  to  their  duties  here 
in  the  Capitol.  Of  course,  I  believe  in 
economy,  may  I  say  to  my  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan.  Of  course, 
I  have  voted  against  the  dishing  out  of 
Government  largess,  particularly  to  the 
sending  of  checks  to  places  where  you 
need  to  be  reelected.  I  know  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  has  been  going  into 
Missouri,  and  they  are  going  into  Illi¬ 
nois,  and  they  will  even  go  out  to  Wyo¬ 
ming  and  Idaho.  They  will  collect  $1,- 
000,000  from  you  in  taxes  and  then  after 
taking  their  toll  here  in  Washington, 
they  will  send  one-third  of  that  amount 
back  to  you  in  checks,  a  few  weeks  be¬ 
fore  election,  to  keep  themselves  in 
power.  It  is  a  big  brokerage  fee. 

No  one  is  against  that  sort  of  prac¬ 
tice  more  than  I  am.  But  here  we  have 
something  that  is  sound,  sane,  sensi¬ 
ble,  and  constructive.  The  able  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Whitting¬ 
ton],  who  does  not  aspire  to  come  back 
to  the  House  of  Representatives,  and 
who  is  retiring  after  these  many  years 
of  useful  service,  needs  to  be  listened  to, 
because  he  spelled  it  out  here. 

In  answer  to  my  good  friend,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Keating], 
if  you  will  study  the  table  which  is  given 
in  the  report  of  the  committee,  I  think 
the  allocation  to  the  different  States  is 
fair  and  equitable.  Whether  you  are 
from  New  York  or  Missouri,  when  you 
drive  across  the  country,  of  course  you 
want  good  highways  and  you  want 
bridges.  This  committee  is  composed  of 
good  men.  They  have  carefully  and  cau¬ 
tiously  considered  every  item  in  the  bill. 
As  I  understand,  it  was  reported  unani¬ 
mously  as  a  result  of  the  close  coopera¬ 
tion  between  the  able  chairman  [Mr. 
Whittington]  and  our  distinguished 
and  able  friend  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
DonberoL  I  do  not  see  that  there 
should  be  any  opposition  to  this  bill,  and 
I  repeat,  instead  of  providing  for  $500,- 
000,000,  which  today  does  not  mean  more 
than  $200,000,000  did  15  years  ago,  it 
should  be  much  a  larger  amount.  The 
Eightieth  Congress  voted  $1,500,000,000 
for  good  roads;  $500,000,000  a  year  for 
3  years  and  that  was  when  we  Repub¬ 
licans  were  in  control. 

I  hope  we  vote  on  it  shortly  and  pass 
it  overwhelmingly. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Rankin]. 

[Mr.  RANKIN  addressed  the  Commit¬ 
tee.  His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter 
in  the  Appendix.] 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Crawford]  is  recog¬ 
nized. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
Wish  to  use  this  5  minutes  discussing  this 
bill  and  the  question  of  roads  and  trails. 

First,  I  wish  to  ask  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  to  tell  us  as  briefly  as  pos¬ 
sible  so  as  to  conserve  time,  from  what 


source  the  $1,000,000,000  will  come  which 
is  provided  for  in  this  bill  for  June  30, 
1952,  and  June  30,  1953?  In  other  words, 
do  I  understand  that  the  States  will  have 
to  match  the  Federal  Government  to  the 
extent  of  50  percent  of  this  figure? 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  For  the  year 
1949  the  Federal  Government  collected 
$1,326,054,091  in  user  taxes  of  which 
$503,648,471  were  derived  from  the  De¬ 
cent  Federal  gasoline  tax.  This  bill  au¬ 
thorizes  $500,000,000  for  Federal  aid  pri¬ 
mary,  secondary,  and  urban  roads  to  be 
matched  by  the  States.  It  also  author¬ 
izes  $70,000,000  with  an  increased  Fed¬ 
eral  share  to  encourage  construction  on 
the  interrigonal  system.  The  Federal 
Government  pays  the  entire  cost  of  roads 
through  parks;  so,  I  would  say  that  the 
people  of  the  United  States,  the  road 
users,  are  providing  the  funds  in  this  bill. 
The  Federal  road  user  taxes  amount  to 
about  a  billion  and  a  half  a  year,  and 
the  tax  on  gasoline  alone  at  iy2  cents 
amounts  to  approximately  $500,000,000 
annually  which  is  the  amount  of  the  au¬ 
thorization  for  each  of  the  2  years. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  That  answers  the 
question:  The  people  who  use  the  roads 
pay  for  the  roads. 

A  few  months  ago  we  had  a  steel  strike 
in  this  country.  To  keep  the  automobile 
factories  running  in  the  great  State  of 
Michigan  it  was  necessary  for  the  auto¬ 
mobile  manufacturers  to  use  trucks  and 
airplanes  and  railroads  day  and  night 
pushing  everything  to  the  maximum  to 
get  steel  on  hand  to  accommodate  pay- 
rollees  working  in  the  factories  during 
the  steel  strike  so  that  the  automobile 
business  would  not  have  to  shut  down  on 
account  of  the  steel  strike.  We  had  a 
coal  strike;  we  had  a  railroad  strike  a 
few  days  ago;  and  let  me  say  something 
to  all  the  Members  of  this  House:  We  are 
not  going  to  take  the  trucks  off  the  high¬ 
ways  of  the  United  States  now  or  later. 
Anybody  ought  to  know  that  who  knows 
anything  about  the  economy  of  the 
country ;  anybody  who  thinks  at  all  ought 
to  know  that  the  railroads  alone  can¬ 
not  serve  the  economy  of  the  United 
States. 

Anybody  ought  to  know  we  will  have 
to  build  stronger  roads  and  wider  roads 
and  more  roads  in  order  to  accommodate 
the  traffic  of  the  United  States  if  we 
are  going  to  pay  50  percent  of  the  obli¬ 
gations  that  we  have  agreed  to  pay. 

The  trucks  that  use  the  highways  pay 
for  the  use  of  those  highways,  else  you 
can  place  the  responsibility  right  with 
the  State  public  utilities  commissions 
who  control  those  trucks.  There  is  no 
point  in  getting  up  here  and  kicking 
about  the  trucks  using  the  highways. 
I  have  shipped  too  many  goods  all  over 
this  country  by  rail,  air,  and  trucks.  So 
rather  than  conceding  to  anybody  that 
you  are  going  to  reduce  the  trucks  that 
use  the  highways,  I  say  you  are  going 
to  put  more  trucks  on  the  highways.  If 
this  Congress  exercises  good  judgment 
in  peacetime  it  will  build  highways  that 
will  accommodate  tourist  cars  and 
trucks.  In  wartime,  in  time  of  emer¬ 
gency,  when  there  are  strikes  in  our 
great  basic  industries,  we  need  these 
roads,  and  my  friend  and  colleague,  the 


No.  100 - 3 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE  May  19 


7442 

gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man!  knows  that  just  as  well  as  I  do. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Why, 
sure,  I  know  we  need  military  highways. 
Does  the  gentleman  know  what  hap¬ 
pened  in  Germany?  The  gentleman 
from  Missouri  spoke  about  the  highways 
that  Hitler  built,  and  then  told  how  his 
enemies  came  in  and  got  into  the  very 
heart  of  the  country.  I  have  no  griev¬ 
ance  against  the  trucks  except  I  want 
them  to  pay  their  fair  share. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  They  are  doing 
that. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  That  is 
what  the  gentleman  says. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  I  say  they  are 
doing  that  or  the  responsibility  lies  at 
the  desk  of  the  State  public  utilities  com¬ 
mission.  We  do  not  regulate  the  trucks 
with  respect  to  the  amount  they  pay  for 
a  permit.  Congress  passes  the  laws 
which  gives  the  trucks  a  chance  to  ap¬ 
ply  for  an  interstate  permit  so  that  they 
may  cross  State  lines.  We  do  not  as¬ 
sess  for  the  license  plates  that  they  have 
on  that  truck.  The  State  public  utili¬ 
ties  commissions  and  the  Federal  regu¬ 
latory  commission  assess  the  charges. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Does 
not  the  gentleman  think  the  trucks  are 
giving  the  railways  that  furnish  their 
on  rights-of-way  some  pretty  severe 
competition  just  now? 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  The  demands  of 
the  traffic  in  the  United  States  which 
supports  the  truck  industry  create  a 
competitive  condition  with  the  railroads, 
so  do  the  airlines  create  a  competitive 
condition,  so  it  is  the  waterways  create 
a  competitive  condition,  but  nowhere 
among  all  those  services  have  you  enough 
transportation  service  today  to  serve  the 
people  of  this  country  with  expedition 
if  strikes  occur  or  if  war  is  on. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Whittington], 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
replying  to  the  gentleman  from  Mich¬ 
igan  with  respect  to  large  trucks  and 
large  loads  may  I  say  that  the  States  pay 
one-half  of  the  cost  of  the  Federal-aid 
highways.  The  States  regulate  the  size 
of  the  trucks.  A  Member  of  Congress 
told  me  two  weeks  ago  Sunday  that  in 
coming  home  he  passed  in  one  place  a 
line  of  about  100  trucks,  as  he  estimated, 
that  were  stopped  by  the  authorities  of 
Virginia  because  they  were  overloaded. 
The  States  levy  taxes  dependent  upon 
size  on  trucks  and  buses.  The  authori¬ 
ties  of  the  State  of  Virginia  arrested  and 
fined  the  operators  of  trucks  violating 
State  laws.  So  do  authorities  of  other 
States.  We  want  the  laws  enforced,  but 
the  enforcement  of  those  laws  and  the 
policing  of  those  highways  is  with  the 
States. 

Mr.  Chairman,  with  respect  to  the 
matter  of  Federal  aid  and  with  respect 
to  some  States  paying  more  than  they 
receive  under  the  terms  of  this  bill,  there 
have  been  from  time  to  time  a  few  from 
several  of  the  States  who  have  opposed 
Federal  aid.  There  have  been  some  from 


New  York,  but  what  would  the  people  of 
New  York  City  do  if  they  were  not  sup¬ 
ported  by  the  purchase  of  their  manu¬ 
factures  by  the  people  of  the  United 
States?  The  Union  Pacific  Railroad, 
as  I  recall,  is  located  west  of  the  Mis- 
sississippi  River,  yet  New  York  City  gets 
credit  for  the  income  taxes  that  railroad 
pays,  as  the  main  offices  and  domicle  of 
the  corporation  are  in  New  York.  Many 
income  and  other  Federal  taxes  are  col¬ 
lected  in  New  York,  but  they  are  based 
upon  earnings  in  other  States.  Taxes  on 
automobiles  are  collected  in  Michigan, 
but  the  people  of  other  States  pay  the 
taxes.  Michigan,  like  New  York,  gets 
credit  for  taxes  that  are  paid  in  those 
States,  but  really  earned  in  other  States. 

What  about  North  Carolina?  What 
about  Virginia?  No  complaint  about 
Federal  aid  comes  from  those  and  other 
States.  Who  pays  the  taxes  that  are 
collected  in  North  Carolina  on  cigarettes 
and  tobacco?  While  collected  in  North 
Carolina,  while  collected  in  New  Jersey 
and  Connecticut  for  insurance,  fire,  and 
life,  while  collected  in  Pennsylvania  on 
steel,  who  pays  the  taxes  that  are  re¬ 
mitted  to  the  Federal  Treasury  from 
these  States?  Of  course  the  answer  is 
that  the  people  of  all  the  States  pay 
taxes  that  are  collected  in  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  Virginia,  Pennsylvania,  New  York, 
and  other  States. 

For  practically  20  years  I  have  heard 
highway  commissioners  from  practically 
every  State  in  the  United  States  from 
time  to  time.  I  have  heard  the  few  who 
oppose  the  money  who  advocate  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  and  every  2  years  I  have  seen 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  over¬ 
whelming,  if  not  unanimously,  endorse 
the  proposals  of  this  bill.  I  think  Con¬ 
gress  was  sound  in  making  that  endorse¬ 
ment. 

There  are  no  toll  roads  in  this  bill  that 
are  contributed  to  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

In  conclusion,  permit  me  to  say  with 
respect  to  the  contract  features  empha¬ 
sized  by  my  good  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Taber],  if  his  con¬ 
tention  were  to  prevail  before  any  mile 
of  road  could  be  constructed  in  Georgia 
or  in  New  York  there  would  have  to  be  a 
hearing  before  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  to  determine  whether  or  not 
that  committee  would  approve  the  par¬ 
ticular  road.  Under  the  terms  of  this 
bill,  tried  and  tested  under  a  procedure 
approved  by  the  superintendent  of  roads 
of  the  State  of  New  York,  under  the 
administration  of  Governor  Dewey,  the 
best  method  of  the  selection  of  roads  has 
been  worked  out  and  tested  over  a  period 
of  more  than  25  years,  or  since  the  en¬ 
actment  of  the  original  act  in  1921. 

For  my  part,  and  I  believe  I  speak  for 
all  the  people  of  the  United  States,  we 
would  rather  that  the  State  highway  de¬ 
partment,  with  the  approval  of  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Public  Roads,  select  the 
roads  than  that  any  committee  or  sub- 
committe  of  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Congress  select  them,  be¬ 
cause,  among  other  good  reasons,  the 
States  pay  one-half  the  cost.  I  know 
that  the  terms  of  this  bill,  every  provi¬ 
sion  in  this  bill,  have  been  tried  out.  The 
sum  of  $500,000,000  was  authorized  in 
1944. 


The  two  members  in  the  other  body 
who  insisted  on  reducing  that  to 
$450,000,000  after  the  House  had  passed 
it  at  $500,000,000  in  1948  under  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  my  good  friend  George 
Dondero,  then  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works  in  the  House,  than 
whom  there  is  no  finer  man  or  no  more 
valuable  Member  of  Congress — when  it 
went  to  the  other  body,  the  pseudo-ad¬ 
vocates  of  economy  were  destructive  of 
real  economy.  The  two  men  on  that  con¬ 
ference  committee  who  insisted  upon  re¬ 
ducing  that  authorization,  in  the  face 
of  the  fact  that  a  road  that  now  costs 
$55,000,000  cost  $20,000,000  16  years  ago, 
were  defeated  in  the  very  next  election 
that  followed  the  approval  of  that  con¬ 
ference  report  in  1948. 

I  know  of  no  more  satisfactory  public 
work,  and  in  all  my  experience,  and  I 
have  piloted  practically  every  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  through  this  House  for 
the  past  18  years,  I  have  never  submitted 
for  your  consideration  a  more  construc¬ 
tive  act,  an  act  fairer  to  all  the  people 
and  to  all  the  States  of  the  United  States 
than  the  bill  under  consideration,  which 
I  trust  will  be  passed. 

Mr.  ANGELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.  R.  7941  which  is  the  bill 
to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- 
Aid  Road  Act,  approved  July  11,  1916.  as 
amended.  I  am  a  member  of  the  Public 
Works  Committee  which  considered  this 
bill  and  it  was  reported  unanimously  by 
the  committee  after  extensive  hearings 
and  careful  consideration  by  the  com¬ 
mittee.  While  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee.  desires  to  cooperate  in  a  program 
of  economy  in  order  to  curtail  so  far  as 
possible  public  expenditures  and  keep 
the  Federal  budget  in  balance,  yet  after 
due  consideration  it  felt  that  it  could 
not,  in  deference  to  the  welfare  of  the 
Nation,  eliminate  the  necessary  author¬ 
ization  for  expenditures  for  the  public 
roads  of  the  United  States.  This  bill 
merely  carries  out  a  program  that  has 
been  in  existence  since  1921  providing 
Federal  aid  for  construction  of  the  high¬ 
way  system  throughout  the  Nation.  As 
a  matter  of  fact  appropriations  author¬ 
ized  by  this  bill,  while  in  dollars  a  little 
in  excess  of  those  heretofore  appropri¬ 
ated  annually,  in  road-construction  ac¬ 
complishment  it  is  less  than  is  usually 
appropriated  by  reason  of  the  shrinkage 
in  the  construction  dollar.  As  you  are 
aware,  it  takes  approximately  $3  now  to 
provide  road  construction  that  could  be 
secured  with  $2  before  the  war. 

Furthermore  revenues  from  Federal 
gasoline,  oil,  and  motor  equipment  taxes 
imposed  on  road  users  exceeds  these 
moneys  authorized  for  roads.  In  fact 
these  taxes  pay  into  the  Federal  Treas¬ 
ury  almost  three  times  as  much  as  is 
authorized  by  this  bill.  As  was  pointed 
out  by  our  chairman,  a  country  without 
roads  is  a  country  which  has  never  de¬ 
veloped.  Nations  which  provide  for  es¬ 
sential  highways  are  nations  which  are 
in  the  forefront  in  civilization.  With 
the  advance  in  the  construction  of  auto¬ 
mobiles,  trucks,  and  other  motor  ve¬ 
hicles,  the  necessity  for  good  roads  be¬ 
comes  esential.  In  fact,  motorists  who 
provide  the  funds  by  reason  of  the  taxes 
levied  on  automobile  equipment,  gaso¬ 
line,  and  oil  are  happy  to  do  so  if  the 
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funds  thus  procured  are  utilized  in  pro¬ 
viding  adequate  roads  for  motor  travel. 

During  the  war,  owing  to  the  cessation 
of  road  construction  except  that  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  prosecution  of  the  war,  we 
lagged  behind  in  keeping  our  highways 
abreast  of  the  needs  of  the  Nation.  In 
fact,  the  roads  have  been  wearing  out 
faster  than  replacement  by  new  con¬ 
struction.  We  could  well  afford  to  au¬ 
thorize  double  the  amount  carried  in  this 
bill,  and  by  so  doing  we  would  still  lag 
behind  in  bringing  the  highway  system 
of  America  up  to  standard  and  adequate 
for  carrying  the  highway  traffic. 

While  it  is  true  trucks  are  using  our 
highways  extensively  for  the  transporta¬ 
tion  of  freight,  not  only  between  cities 
but  for  transcontinental  traffic,  the 
trucks  are  paying  their  way  and  are 
contributing  to  the  Federal  Treasury 
much  larger  sums  than  those  needed  to 
provide  adequate  highways  for  such 
traffic. 

As  reported  by  the  committee,  sec¬ 
tion  1  of  the  bill  authorizes  the  appro¬ 
priation  of  $500,000,000  for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1952  and 
1953.  It  divides  the  amount  authorized 
for  each  of  said  fiscal  years  into  three 
categories,  namely,  $225,000,000  for  proj¬ 
ects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  highway 
system,  $150,000,000  for  projects  on  the 
Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system, 
and  $125,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  highway  system  in  urban  areas. 
It  provides  that  said  sums,  respectively, 
for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  apportioned 
among  the  several  States  in  the  manner 
now  provided  by  law  and  in  accordance 
with  the  formulas  set  forth  in  section  4 
of  the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944. 
However,  the  provision  in  section  4  (b) 
of  the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944, 
respecting  the  apportionment  of  the 
funds  authorized  by  said  act  for  second¬ 
ary  and  feeder  roads,  requires  that  the 
population  shown  by  the  Federal  census 
of  1940  shall  be  used.  Since  it  is  possible 
that  population  figures  from  the  Federal 
census  of  1950,  which  is  now  being  taken, 
may  be  available  by  the  time  the  first 
apportionment  under  the  bill  is  made, 
provision  has  been  inserted  in  section  1 
that  the  census  figures  used  shall  be 
those  shown  by  the  latest  available  Fed¬ 
eral  census.  This  change  makes  the 
population  figures  that  shall  be  used  in 
apportioning  funds  for  secondary  roads 
the  same  as  those  required  by  section  4 
(c)  of  the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1944  with  respect  to  the  apportionment 
of  the  funds  therein  provided  for  urban 
areas — that  is,  those  shown  by  the  latest 
available  Federal  census. 

In  addition  to  the  foregoing,  section 
2  (a)  of  the  bill  would  authorize  the 
appropriation  of  the  additional  sum  of 
$70,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1952  and  1953  for  expediting  the  con¬ 
struction,  reconstruction,  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  the  national  system  of  inter¬ 
state  highways.  This  is  the  first  instance 
in  which  Congress  has  recognized  the 
national  system  of  interstate  highways 
by  authorizing  an  appropriation  for  ex¬ 
penditure  exclusively  on  said  system. 
This  subsection  provides  that  the  sum 
authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be 
apportioned  among  the  States  in  the 
ratio  which  the  population  of  each  State 


bears  to  the  total  population  of  all  the 
States,  as  shown  by  the  latest  available 
Federal  census,  but  that  no  State  shall 
receive  less  than  three-fourths  of  1  per¬ 
cent  of  the  sum  apportioned  for  each 
fiscal  year.  It  further  provides  that  any 
State  may  use  its  apportionment  of  any 
funds  now  or  hereafter  authorized  for 
expenditure  solely  on  the  national  sys¬ 
tem  of  interstate  highways  either  to 
finance  projects  on  said  system  on  the 
regular  matching  basis,  or  to  increase 
the  Federal  payment  by  one-half  of  the 
State’s  pro  rata  of  the  cost  of  any  such 
project  financed  on  the  regular  match¬ 
ing  bas;s  from  Federal  primary  or  urban 
funds.  In  other  words,  in  a  State  in 
which  the  Federal  pro  rata  is  50  percent, 
it  would  make  it  possible  to  finance  a 
project  on  a  50-50  basis  with  regular 
primary  or  urban  funds,  and  to  increase 
the  Federal  share  above  the  50  percent 
pro  rata  by  as  much  as  one-half  of  the 
State’s  50  percent. 

Subsection  (b)  of  section  2  provides 
that  any  State  that  may  issue  bonds  and 
use  the  proceeds  thereof  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  toll-free  facilities  in  order 
to  accelerate  the  improvement  of  the 
national  system  of  interstate  highways 
may  apply  any  part  of  its  apportion¬ 
ment  of  the  funds  now  or  hereafter 
authorized  for  expenditure  on  said  sys¬ 
tem  of  highways  for  retiring  the  annual 
maturities  of  the  principal  indebtedness 
of  such  bonds.  However,  the  facility 
constructed  with  the  proceeds  of  such 
bonds  would  have  to  be  constructed  in 
accordance  with  plans  and  specifications 
approved  in  advance  by  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  of  Public  Roads.  A  further  safe¬ 
guard  is  provided  by  requiring  that  pay¬ 
ments  to  any  State  pursuant  to  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  be  made  exclusively  from 
the  State’s  apportionments  of  funds  au¬ 
thorized  for  expenditure  on  such  system 
of  highways,  and  that  the  provision  for 
such  payments  authorized  by  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  not  be  construed  as  a  com¬ 
mitment  or  obligation  on  the  part  of  the 
United  States  to  provide  such  funds. 

The  bill  also  provides  for  park  roads 
and  trails  which  lie  exclusively  within 
federally  owned  lands,  and  therefore 
should  be  constructed  and  maintained  by 
the  Federal  Government. 

In  the  Pacific  Northwest,  where  large 
stands  of  marketable  timber  still  exist, 
there  is  critical  need  of  the  construction 
and  maintenance  of  adequate  forest 
highways  not  only  to  protect  the  forests, 
a  large  percentage  of  which  is  owned  by 
the  Federal  Government,  but  also  to  per¬ 
mit  the  marketing  of  forest  products  as 
the  timber  becomes  ripe  and  available 
for  marketing. 

This  bill  covers  a  period  of  2  years, 
which,  with  the  existing  authorization 
remaining  1  year,  makes  a  3-year  period, 
which  is  necessary  to  permit  the  States 
to  formulate  programs  and  enact  the 
necessary  legislation  to  secure  matching 
funds  to  meet  these  requirements. 
Without  an  extended  period  of  this  kind 
it  would  be  impossible  for  the  various 
States  of  the  Union  to  meet  the  match¬ 
ing  provisions  and  provide  the  necessary 
funds  to  enable  them  to  carry  on  a  con¬ 
tinuous  program  of  road  construction. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  feel  that  this  bill  is  a 
good  bill,  one  that  is  in  keeping  with 


program  of  road  construction  for  the  in¬ 
ternal  development  of  our  Nation  which 
have  been  carried  on  for  years,  and  one 
which  is  more  than  self-supporting  in 
that  road  users  provide  the  funds  to  meet 
the  payments  authorized  in  the  bill.  For 
that  reason  I  am  glad  to  give  it  my 
support. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Karsten,  Chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union,  reported  that  that  Commit¬ 
tee,  having  had  under  consideration  the 
bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and  supple¬ 
ment  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act,  ap¬ 
proved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  to  author¬ 
ize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways,  and  for  other 
purposes,  pursuant  to  House  Resolution 
565,  he  reported  the  bill  back  to  the 
House. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  the  engrossment 
and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  quali¬ 
fies. 

The  Clerk  will  report  the  motion  to 
recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Keating  moves  to  recommit  H.  R.  7941 
to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  with  in¬ 
structions  to  report  the  same  back  forthwith 
to  the  House  with  the  following  amendment : 

On  page  1,  line  7,  strike  out  “$500,030,000” 
and  insert  “$400,000,000.” 

On  page  2,  line  3,  strike  out  “$225,000,090” 
and  insert  “$180,000,000.” 

On  page  2,  line  5,  strike  out  “$150,000,000” 
and  insert  “$120,000,000.” 

On  page  2,  line  10,  strike  out  “$125,000,000” 
and  insert  “$100,000,000.” 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  the  previous  question  on  the  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Keating)  there 
were — ayes  24,  noes  113. 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  re¬ 
jected. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Taber)  there 
were — ayes  140,  noes  18. 

Mr.  TABER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present,  and  make  the  point  of  or¬ 
der  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER,  the  Chair  thinks  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  doors, 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  absent 
Members,  and  the  Clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 
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The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  246,  nays  34,  not  voting  152, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  170] 

YEAS — 246 


Abernethy 

Gorski 

Norton 

Addonizio 

Gossett 

O’Brien,  HI. 

Allen,  La, 

Granger 

O’Brien,  Mich, 

Andersen, 

Grant 

O’Hara,  Minn. 

H.  Carl 

Green 

O’Konski 

Andresen, 

Gregory 

O'Neill 

August  H. 

Gross 

O’Sullivan 

Andrews 

Hagen 

O’Toole 

Angell 

Hale 

Patman 

Aspinall 

Harden 

Patten 

Auchincloss 

Hardy 

Perkins 

Barrett,  Wyo. 

Hare 

Peterson 

Bates,  Ky. 

Harris 

Philbin 

Battle 

Harrison 

Pickett 

Beall 

Havenner 

Poage 

Beckworth 

Hays,  Ark. 

Polk 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Kays,  Ohio 

Preston 

Bentsen 

Hedrick 

Price 

Biemiller 

Heffernan 

Priest 

Bishop 

Herlong 

Rains 

Blackney 

Hill 

Ramsay 

Blatnik 

Hcffman,  HI. 

Rankin 

Boggs,  Del. 

Holmes 

Redden 

Boggs,  La. 

Hope 

Reed,  HI. 

Bolling 

Horan 

Rees 

Bolton,  Md. 

Howell 

Regan 

Bosone 

Huber 

Robeson 

Breen 

Hull 

Rodino 

Brehm 

Jackson,  Wash. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Brooks 

Javits 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Brown,  Ga. 

Jenkins 

Rooney 

Bryson 

Jensen 

Sanborn 

Buckley,  Ill. 

Johnson 

Sasscer 

Burdick 

Jonas 

Saylor 

Burke 

Jones,  Ala. 

Scrivner 

Burleson 

Jones,  Mo. 

Shelley 

Burnside 

Jones,  N.  C. 

Short 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Karst 

Simpson,  HI. 

Cannon 

Karsten 

Smith,  Kans. 

Carnahan 

Kee 

Smith,  Va. 

Carroll 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Smith,  Wis. 

Chelf 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Spence 

Chiperfield 

Kerr 

Stanley 

Christopher 

Kilday 

Steed 

Clemente 

King 

Stefan 

Clevenger 

Lane 

Stockman 

Colmer 

Lanham 

Sullivan 

Combs 

Larcade 

Sutton 

Cooper 

Lemke 

Tackett 

Corbett 

Leslnski 

Talle 

Cox 

Lind 

Tauriello 

Crawford 

Linehan 

Teague 

Crook 

Lovre 

Thomas 

Crosser 

McCarthy 

Thornberry 

Cunningham 

McCormack 

Tollefson 

Curtis 

McCulloch 

Trimble 

Davis,  Tenn. 

McGregor 

Underwood 

Davis,  Wis. 

McGuire 

Van  Zandt 

Delaney 

McMillan,  S.  C. 

Velde 

Denton 

Mack,  HI. 

Vinson 

D’Ewart 

Mansfield 

Vorys 

Dollinger 

Marcantonio 

VurseU 

Dondero 

Marsalis 

Walter 

Donohue 

Marshall 

Weichel 

Doughton 

Martin,  Mass. 

Werdel 

Eberharter 

Mason 

Wheeler 

Elliott 

Meyer 

Whitaker 

Ellsworth 

Michener 

Whitten 

Evins 

Miller,  Md. 

Whittington 

Fallon 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Wier 

Fellows 

Mills 

Williams 

Flood 

Mitchell 

Willis 

Fogarty 

Morris 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Forand 

Morrison 

Wilson,  Okla. 

Ford 

Moulder 

Wilson,  Tex. 

Fugate 

Multer 

Winstead 

Fulton 

Murdock 

Withrow 

Furcolo 

Murray,  Tenn. 

Wolcott 

Garmatz 

Murray,  Wis. 

Wolverton 

Gary 

Nelson 

Yates 

Gathings 

Noland 

Young 

Golden 

Norblad 

Zablockl 

Gordon 

Norrell 

NAYS— 34 

Bates,  Mass. 

Hoffman,  Mich. 

Sadlak 

Canfield 

James 

St.  George 

Cole,  N.  Y. 

Kean 

Shafer 

Coudert 

Keating . 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Dague 

Kunkel 

Taber 

Elston 

Latham 

To  we 

Fenton 

LeFevre 

Wadsworth 

Gamble 

Lucas 

Wagner 

Gavin 

Nicholson 

Wiggles  worth 

Goodwin 

Reed,  N.  Y. 

Woodruff 

Graham 

Ribicoff 

Heselton 

Rich 

NOT  VOTING— 152 


Abbitt 

Gore 

Miner,  Calif. 

Albert 

Granahan 

Monroney 

Allen,  Calif. 

Guill 

Morgan 

Allen,  HI. 

Gwinn 

Morton 

Anderson,  Calif.Hall, 

Murphy 

Arends 

Edwin  Arthur 

1  Nixon 

Bailey 

Hall, 

O’Hara,  HI. 

Barden 

Leonard  W. 

Pace 

Baring 

Halleck 

Passman 

Barrett,  Pa. 

Hand 

Patterson 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Hart 

Pfeifer, 

Bolton,  Ohio 

Harvey 

Joseph  L. 

Bonner 

Hebert 

Pfeiffer, 

Boykin 

Heller 

William  L. 

Bramblett 

Herter 

Phillips,  Calif. 

Brown,  Ohio 

Hinshaw 

Phfilips,  Tenn. 

Buchanan 

Hobbs 

Plumley 

Buckley,  N.  Y. 

Hoeven 

Potter 

Bui  winkle 

Holifield 

Poulson 

Burton 

Irving 

Powell 

Byrne,  N.  Y. 

Jackson,  Calif. 

Quinn 

Camp 

Jacobs 

Rabaut 

Carlyle 

Jenison 

Rhodes 

Case,  N.  J. 

Jennings 

Richards 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

'Judd 

Riehlman 

Cavalcante 

Kearney 

Rivers 

Celler 

Kearns 

Roosevelt 

Chatham 

Keefe 

Sabath 

Chesney 

Kennedy 

Sadowski 

Chudoff 

Keogh 

Scott,  Hardie 

Cole,  Kans. 

Kilburn 

Scott, 

Cooley 

Kirwan 

Hugh  D„  Jr. 

Cotton 

Klein 

Scudder 

Davenport 

Kruse 

Secrest 

Davies,  N.  Y. 

LeCompte 

Sheppard 

Davis,  Ga. 

Lichtenwalter 

Sikes 

Dawson 

Lodge 

Sims 

Deane 

Lyle  . 

Smathers 

DeGraffenried 

Lynch 

Smith,  Ohio 

Dingell 

McConnell 

Staggers  - 

Dolliver 

McDonough 

Stigler 

Douglas 

McGrath 

Taylor 

Doyle 

McKinnon 

Thompson 

Durham 

McMillen,  HI. 

Walsh 

Eaton 

McSweeney 

Welch 

Engel,  Mich. 

Mack,  Wash. 

White,  Calif. 

Engle,  Calif. 

Macy 

White,  Idaho 

Feighan 

Madden 

Wickersham 

Fernandez 

Magee 

WidnaU 

Fisher 

Mahon 

Wood 

Frazier 

Gillette 

Gilmer 

Martin,  Iowa 
Merrow 

Miles 

Woodhouse 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Abbitt  for,  with  Mr.  Riehlman  against. 
Mr.  Mack  of  Washington  for,  with  Mr.  Tay¬ 
lor  against. 

Mr.  Stigler  for,  with  Mr.  Jenison  against. 
Mr.  Gilmer  for,  with  Mr.  Lodge  against. 

Mr.  Secrest  for,  with  Mr.  Cotton  against. 
Mr.  Hebert  for,  with  Mr.  Macy  against. 

Mr.  Roosevelt  for,  with  Mr.  Herter  against. 
Mr.  Klein  for,  with  Mr.  Widnall  against. 

Mr.  Heller  for,  with  Mr.  Plumley  against. 
Mr.  Keogh  for,  with  Mr.  Eaton  against. 

Mr.  Chatham  for,  with  Mr.  Gillette  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Murphy  with  Mr.  Allen  of  California. 
Mr.  Feighan  with  Mr.  Arends. 

Mr.  Sabath  with  Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio. 

Mr.  Miller  of  California  with  Mr.  Jackson  of 
California. 

Mr.  Morgan  with  Mr.  Allen  of  Illinois. 

Mr.  Frazier  with  Mr.  Judd. 

Mr.  Jacobs  with  Mr.  Kearney. 

Mr.  McSweeney  with  Mr.  Scudder. 

Mr.  Irving  with  Mr.  Poulson. 

Mr.  Hart  with  Mr.  William  L.  Pfeiffer. 

Mr.  Granahan  with  Mr.  Dolliver. 

Mr.  Barrett  of  Pennsylvania  with  Mr.  An¬ 
derson  of  California. 

Mr.  Chudofif  with  Mr.  Jennings. 

Mr.  Cavalcante  with  Mr.  Kearns. 

Mr.  Rabaut  with  Mr.  Hardie  Scott. 

Mr.  Rhodes  with  Mr.  Hand. 

Mr.  Joseph  L.  Pfeifer  with  Mr.  Halleck. 
Mr.  Bailey  with  Mr.  Leonard  W.  Hall. 

Mr.  Baring  with  Mrs.  Bolton  of  Ohio. 

Mr.  Davenport  with  Mr.  Engel  of  Michigan. 
Mr.  deGraffenried  with  Mr.  Cole  of  Kansas, 
Mr.  Bennett  of  Florida  with  Mr.  Gwinn. 


Mr.  Dingell  with  Mr.  Hoeven. 

Mr.  Buchanan  with  Mr.  Nixon. 

Mr.  Doyle  with  Mr.  Case  of  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Lynch  with  Mr.  Case  of  South  Dakota. 

Mr.  Davis  of  Georgia  with  Mr.  Edwin  Arthur 
Hall. 

Mr.  Engle  of  California  with  Mr.  Harvey. 

Mr.  Fisher  with  Mr.  Hinshaw. 

Mr.  Kruse  with  Mr.  Potter. 

Mr.  O’Hara  of  Hlinois  with  Mr.  Phillips  of 
Tennessee. 

Mr.  Sadowski  with  Mr.  Phillips  of  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

Mr.  Sikes  with  Mr.  Patterson. 

Mr.  Sims  with  Mr.  Morton. 

Mr.  Smathers  with  Mr.  Hugh  D.  Scott,  Jr. 

Mr.  Walsh  with  Mr.  Bramblett. 

Mr.  Wickersham  with  Mr.  Keefe. 

Mr.  Wood  with  Mr.  LeCompte. 

Mrs.  Woodhouse  with  Mr.  McDonough. 

Mr.  Magee  with  Mr.  Lichtenwalter. 

Mr.  Madden  with  Mr.  McConnell. 

Mr.  McKinnon  with  Mr.  Martin  of  Iowa, 

Mr.  McGrath  with  Mr.  Merrow. 

Mr.  Deane  with  Mr.  McMillen  of  Illinois. 

Mr.  Burton  with  Mr.  Smith  of  Ohio. 

Mrs.  Douglas  with  Mr.  Guill. 

Mr.  Fenton  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  doors  were  opened. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

GeWEIML  ■  LRMN»  EMTSKEV  REMAItKO  - 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
aks  unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  five  legislative  days  in  which 
to  extend  then  remarks  on  the  highway 
bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

DEFICIENCY  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  1950 

Mr.  KERR,  from  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations,  reported  the  bill  (H.  R. 
8567)  making  appropriations  to  supply 
deficiencies  in  certain  appropriations  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1950,  and 
for  other  purposes  (Rept.  No.  2113), 
which  was  read  a  first  and  second  time, 

»  and,  with  the  accompanying  papers,  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  and 
;  ordered  to  be  printed. 

Mr.  TABER  reserved  all  points  of  order 
on  the  bill. 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  APPROPRIATION 
BILK  1951 

Mr.  BATES  of /Kentucky,  from  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  reported 
|  the  bill  (H.  R.  #>68)  making  appropri- 
,  ations  for  the  g^ernment  of  the  District 
i  of  Columbia  adfi  other  activities  charge- 
;  able  in  whole  da-  in  part  against  the  reve¬ 
nues  of  suchipistrict  for  the.  fiscal  yea? 

•  ending  Jun^SO,  1951,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses  (Rep j.  No.  2114) ,  which  was  read 
a  first  an/  second  time,  and,  with  the 
;  accompanying  papers,  referred  to  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be 
printed/ 

Mr.  STOCKMAN  reserved  all  points  of 
order /on  the  bill. 

COMMITTEE  ON  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  KEE.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  behalf  of 
■th/  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  have  un- 
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61st  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Mat  22  (legislative  clay,  March  29),  1950 
Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 


To  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act,  approved 
July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented, 
to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction 
of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the 

4  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat. 

5  355) ,  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary 

6  thereto,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 

7  sum  of  $500,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

8  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

9  1953. 
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The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be 
available  for  expenditure  as  follows: 

(a)  $225,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  pri¬ 
mary  highway  system. 

(b)  $150,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
secondary  highway  system  as  set  forth  in  paragraph  (b)  of 
section  3  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58 
Stat.  838),  as  amended  or  supplemented  by  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948  (62  Stat.  1105) . 

(c)  $125,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  system  in  urban  areas. 

The  said  sums,  respectively,  for  any  fiscal  year,  shall  he 
apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the  manner  now 
provided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with  the  formulas  set 
forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944 
approved  December  20,  1944:  Provided,  That  the  census 
figures  used  in  making  said  apportionments  shall  he  those 
shown  by  the  latest  available  Federal  census. 

Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  provisions 
of  this  section  and  under  the  provisions  of  section  2  hereof 
shall  he  available  for  expenditure  in  that  State  for  two  fiscal 
years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums 
are  authorized,  and  any  amount  so  apportioned  remaining 
unexpended  at  the  end  of  such  period  shall  lapse :  Provided, 
That  such  funds  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
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been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the  sums  ap¬ 
portioned  to  the  State  for  such  fiscal  year  is  covered  by 
formal  agreements  with  the  Commissioner  of  Public  lloads 
for  the  improvement  of  specific  projects  as  provided  by 
this  Act. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  construc¬ 
tion,  reconstruction,  and  improvement,  inclusive  of  necessary 
bridges  and  tunnels,  of  the  'National  System  of  Interstate 
Highways,  designated  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  7  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58 
Stat.  838),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
the  additional  sum  of  $70,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  additional  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1953.  The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each 
fiscal  year  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in 
the  ratio  which  the  population  of  each  State  bears  to  the 
total  population  of  all  of  the  States  as  shown  by  the  latest 
available  Federal  census:  Provided,  That  no  State  shall 
receive  less  than  three-fourths  of  1  per  centum  of  the  sum 
authorized  to  be  apportioned  for  each  year  under  this  sub¬ 
section,  and  the  sum  apportioned  to  each  State  may  be 
utilized  to  pay  the  Federal  pro  rata  share  now  authorized 
by  law  on  account  of  any  project  on  the  National  System 
of  Interstate  Highways,  or  may  be  used  to  increase  the 
Federal  payment  on  account  of  any  such  project  financed 
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with  Federal-aid  primary  or  urban  funds  by  one-half  of 
the  State’s  share  of  the  cost  thereof  over  and  above  the 
regular  Federal  pro  rata  now  authorized  in  such  State. 

(b)  Any  State  that  shall  issue  bonds  and  use  the  pro¬ 
ceeds  of  such  bonds  for  the  construction  of  toll-free  facilities 
in  order  to  accelerate  the  improvement  of  the  National 
System  of  Interstate  Highways  may  apply  any  portion  of 
the  funds  herein,  or  hereafter,  authorized  for  expenditure  on 
said  s}7stem  of  highways  and  apportioned  to  such  State  under 
the  provisions  of  this  section  to  aid  in  retirement  of  annual 
maturities  of  the  principal  indebtedness  of  such  bonds  to  the 
extent  that  the  proceeds  of  such  bonds  are  actually  expended 
in  the  construction  of  said  system  of  highways:  Provided , 
That  payment  of  Federal  funds  on  the  principal  indebtedness 
of  such  bonds  shall  be  made  only  on  account  of  any  such 
facility  that  is  constructed  in  accordance  with  plans  and 
specifications  approved  in  advance  of  construction  by  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads :  Provided  further,  That  pay¬ 
ment  of  Federal  funds  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  not 
exceed  the  pro  rata  basis  authorized  by  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section:  And  provided  further,  That  payments  to  any 
State  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be  made  exclusively 
from  apportionments  to  such  State  from  funds  authorized  by 
the  Congress  to  be  apportioned  for  expenditure  on  said  sys¬ 
tem  of  highways  and  this  subsection  shall  not  be  construed 
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as  a  commitment  or  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  United 
States  to  provide  sncli  funds. 

Sec.  3.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  section  23  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  218), 
as  amended  and  supplemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the  sum  of  $20,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like 
sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953;  and  (2)  for 
forest  development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of  $17,500,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953 :  Provided,  That, 
immediately  upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  the  appropriation 
herein  authorized  for  forest  highways  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1952,  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  for  expenditure  in  the  several  States,  Alaska, 
and  Puerto  Eico,  according  to  the  area  and  value  of  the  land 
owned  by  the  Government  within  the  national  forests  therein 
which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  hereby  directed  to 
determine  and  certify  to  him  from  such  information,  sources, 
and  departments  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  deem 
most  accurate,  and  hereafter,  on  or  before  January  1  next 
preceding  the  commencement  of  each  succeeding  fiscal  year 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  make  like  apportionment 
of  the  appropriation  authorized  for  such  fiscal  year :  Provided 
further,  That  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Eoads  may  incur 
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1  obligations,  approve  projects,  and  enter  into  contracts  under 

2  the  apportionment  of  such  authorizations,  and  his  action  in 

3  so  doing  shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of  the 

4  Federal  Government  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  thereof: 

5  Provided  further,  That  the  appropriations  made  pursuant  to 

6  authorizations  heretofore,  herein,  and  hereafter  enacted  for 
k7  forest  highways  shall  be  considered  available  to  the  Com- 

8  missioner  of  Public  Roads  for  the  purpose  of  discharging 

9  the  obligations  created  hereunder  in  any  State  or  Territory: 

10  Provided  further,  That  the  total  expenditures  on  account  of 

11  any  State  or  Territory  shall  at  no  time  exceed  its  authorized 

12  apportionment:  And  provided  further,  That  appropriations 

13  for  forest  highways  shall  be  administered  in  conformity  with 

14  regulations  jointly  approved  b}^  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 

15  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

16  Sec.  4.  (a)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  im- 

17  provement,  and  maintenance  of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive 

18  of  necessary  bridges,  in  national  parks,  monuments,  and 

19  other  areas  administered  by  the  National  Park  Service,  in- 

20  eluding  areas  authorized  to  be  established  as  national  parks 

21  and  monuments,  and  national  park  and  monument  approach 

22  roads  authorized  by  the  Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Stat. 

23  1053),  as  amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap- 

24  propriated  the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 

25  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 


7 


1  June  30,  1953:  Provided,  That  of  the  sum  authorized  hy 

2  this  subsection  for  each  fiscal  year  not  more  than  $4,000,000 

3  shall  be  used  for  the  maintenance  of  such  roads  and  trails 

4  and  not  more  than  $1,000,000  shall  he  used  for  the  con- 

5  struction  of  minor  roads  and  trails:  Provided  further,  That 

6  hereafter  appropriations  for  the  construction,  reconstruction, 

7  and  improvement  of  such  park  and  monument  roads  shall 

8  be  administered  in  conformity  with  regulations  jointly  ap- 

9  proved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary 

10  of  Commerce,  and  projects  for  the  construction,  reconstruc- 

11  tion,  and  improvement  of  such  park  and  monument  roads 

12  shall  be  agreed  upon  jointly  hy  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 

13  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

14  (h)  Tor  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  parkways, 

15  to  give  access  to  national  parks  and  national  monuments, 

16  or  to  become  connecting  sections  of  a  national  parkway 

17  plan,  over  lands  to  which  title  has  been  transferred  to  the 

18  United  States  by  the  States  or  hy  private  individuals,  there 

19  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of 

20  $13,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a 

21  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953 :  Provided, 

22  That  of  the  sum  authorized  by  this  subsection  for  each  fiscal 

23  year  not  more  than  $500,000  shall  he  used  for  the  mainte- 

24  nance  of  parkway  roads  and  not  more  than  $400,000  shall 

25  he  used  for  the  construction  of  minor  roads  and  trails  within 
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parkway  boundaries:  Provided  further,  That  hereafter  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  construction  of  parkways  shall  be 
administered  in  conformity  with  regulations  jointly  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  and  projects  for  parkway  construction  shall  be  agreed 
upon  jointly  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secre- 
tary  of  Commerce. 

(c)  For  the  construction,  improvement,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges  and  roads 
and  bridges  to  provide  access  to  Indian  reservations  and 
Indian  lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  approved  May 
26,  1928  (45  Stat.  750),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  the  sum  of  $6,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1953 :  Provided,  That  the  location,  type,  and 
design  of  all  roads  and  bridges  constructed  shall  be  approved 
b}^  the  Bureau  of  Public  Boads  before  any  expenditures  are 
made  thereon,  and  all  such  construction  shall  be  under  the 
general  supervision  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Boads. 

Sec.  5.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838), 
and  the  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1948,  approved  June  29,  1948  (62  Stat.  1105),  not  incon¬ 
sistent  with  this  Act,  shall  remain  in  full  force  and  effect. 

Sec.  6.  That  section  14  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act, 
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approved  November  9,  1921  (42  Stat.  212) ,  is  hereby 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  14.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  State  to  maintain 
any  highway  within  its  boundaries  after  construction  under 
the  provisions  of  this  Act.  If  at  any  time  the  Commissioner 
of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Koads  shall  find  that  any  such 
highway  in  any  State  is  not  being  properly  maintained  he 
shall  call  such  fact  to  the  attention  of  the  highway  depart¬ 
ment  of  such  State  and  if  within  ninety  days  after  receipt  of 
such  notice  said  highway  has  not  been  put  in  a  proper 
condition  of  maintenance,  then  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Eoads  shall  withhold  approval  of  further  projects  in  such 
State  until  such  highway  has  been  restored  to  a  proper  con¬ 
dition  of  maintenance:  Provided,  That  in  any  State  wherein 
the  highway  department  is  without  legal  authority  to  main¬ 
tain  a  highway  so  constructed  as  a  secondary  or  an  urban 
road  project  tbe  highway  department  of  such  State  shall 
enter  into  a  formal  agreement  with  the  appropriate  officials 
of  the  county  or  city  in  which  such  highway  is  located  for 
its  maintenance,  and  if  at  any  time  the  Commissioner  of 
Public  Roads  shall  find  that  such  highway  is  not  being 
properly  maintained  he  shall  call  such  fact  to  the  attention 
of  the  highway  department  of  such  State  and  if  within  ninety 
days  after  receipt  of  such  notice  said  highway  has  not  been 
put  in  proper  condition  of  maintenance  then  the  Commis- 
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sioner  of  Public  Roads  shall  withhold  approval  of  further 
secondary  or  urban  road  projects  in  such  county  or  city 
until  said  highway  shall  have  been  placed  in  a  proper 
condition  of  maintenance.” 

Sec.  7.  That  subsection  (a)  of  section  5  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944 
(58  Stat.  838) ,  is  hereby  amended  by  increasing  the  Federal 
share  payable  on  account  of  the  costs  of  rights-of-way  from 
“one-third”  to  not  exceed  “one-half”  of  such  costs. 

Sec.  8.  Section  3a  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of 
November  9,  1921,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  February 
20,  1931  (46  Stat.  1173),  is  hereby  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“Sec.  3a0  That  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized 
to  cooperate  with  the  State  highway  departments  and  with 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  the  construction  of  public 
highways  within  Indian  reservations  and  national  parks  and 
monuments  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  and  to  pay  the  amount  assumed  therefor  from  the 
funds  allotted  or  apportioned  under  this  Act  to  the  State 
wherein  the  reservations  and  national  parks  and  monuments 
are  located.” 

Sec.  9.  Hot  to  exceed  $10,000,000  of  any  money  here¬ 
tofore  or  hereafter  appropriated  for  expenditure  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  as 
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amended  and  supplemented,  shall  be  available  for  expenditure 
by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads,  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  Pederal  Highway  Act,  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  as  an  emergency  relief  fund,  after  receipt  of 
an  application  therefor  from  the  highway  department  of  any 
State,  in  the  repair  or  reconstruction  of  highways  and  bridges 
on  the  primary  or  secondary  Pederal-aid  highway  systems 
which  he  shall  find  have  suffered  serious  damage  as  the 
result  of  disaster  over  a  wide  area,  such  as  by  floods,  hurri¬ 
canes,  tidal  waves,  earthquakes,  severe  storms,  landslides, 
or  other  catastrophes  in  any  part  of  the  United  States,  and 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  any  sum  or 
sums  necessary  to  reimburse  the  funds  so  expended  from 
time  to  time  under  the  authority  of  this  section:  Provided, 
That  no  expenditures  shall  be  made  with  respect  to  any 
such  catastrophe  in  any  State  unless  an  emergency  has  been 
declared  by  the  Governor  of  such  State  and  concurred  in 
by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads:  Provided  further, 
That  the  Federal  share  pa}' able  on  account  of  any  repair 
or  reconstruction  project  provided  for  by  funds  made  avail¬ 
able  under  this  section  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of 
the  cost  thereof. 

Sec.  10.  The  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  is  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  assist  in  carrying  out  the  action  program 
of  the  President’s  Highway  Safety  Conference  and  to  co- 
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operate  with  the  State  highway  departments  and  other 
agencies  in  this  program  to  advance  the  cause  of  safety  on 
the  streets  and  highways:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 
$75,000  shall  he  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  of  this 
section. 

Sec.  11.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  delegate  to  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  any  authority  vested  in  him 
by  this  Act. 

Sec.  12.  If  any  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision 
of  this  Act  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  cir¬ 
cumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  this  Act  and  the 
application  of  such  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision  to 
other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

Sec.  13.  That  all  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  in¬ 
consistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  hereby  repealed, 
and  this  Act  shall  take  effect  on  its  passage. 

Sec.  14.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal- Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1950”. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  May  19,  1950. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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81st  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


S.  3424 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  14  (legislative  day,  June  7),  1950 
Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Maybank  to  the  bill  (S.  3424) 
to  amend  and  supplement  the  Eederal-Aid  Eoad  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing 
the  construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 
On  page  25,  between  lines  19  and  20,  insert  the  following 
new  section  and  renumber  all  succeeding  sections  accord¬ 
ingly: 

1  Sec.  14.  (a)  The  definitions  of  the  terms  “bridge” 

2  and  “bridge  owner”  contained  in  section  1  of  the  Act  of 

3  June  21,  1940,  entitled  “An  Act  to  provide  for  the  altera- 

4  tion  of  certain  bridges  over  navigable  waters  of  the  United 

5  States,  for  the  apportionment  of  the  cost  of  such  alterations 

6  between  the  United  States  and  the  owners  of  such  bridges, 

7  and  for  other  purposes”  (54  Stat.  497;  33  U.  S.  C.  511), 

8  are  amended  to  read  as  follows : 


6-14-50 - A 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 


2 

“The  term  ‘bridge’  means  a  lawful  bridge  over  navigable 
waters  of  the  United  States,  including  approaches,  fenders, 
and  appurtenances  thereto,  (a)  which  is  used  and  operated 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  railroad  traffic,  or  both  railroad 
and  highway  traffic,  and  (b)  if  a  State,  a  political  subdi¬ 
vision  thereof,  or  a  municipality  is  the  owner  or  a  joint  owner 
thereof,  which  is  used  and  operated  for  the  purpose  of  carry¬ 
ing  highway  traffic. 

“The  term  ‘bridge  owner’  means  any  corporation,  asso¬ 
ciation,  municipality,  partnership,  or  individual  owning  any 
bridge,  and,  when  any  bridge  shall  he  in  the  possession  or 
under  the  control  of  any  trustee,  receiver,  trustee  in  bank¬ 
ruptcy,  or  lessee,  said  term  shall  include  both  the  owner  of 
the  legal  title  and  the  person  or  entity  in  possession  or  con¬ 
trol  of  such  bridge.” 

(b)  Section  13  of  such  Act  of  June  21,  1940  (54  Stat. 
502;  33  U.  S.  C.  523),  is  amended  by  striking  out  the 
words  “used  for  railroad  traffic”. 

(c)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  in 
addition  to  the  sums  heretofore  authorized,  the  sum  of 
$500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1951,  to  be 
available  until  expended,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  into 
effect  the  amendments  made  by  this  section. 
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Calendar  No.  2048 


81st  Congress  ) 

SENATE 

j  Report 

2d  /Session  j 

(  No.  2044 

AMENDING  AND  SUPPLEMENTING  THE  FEDERAL-AID  ROAD  ACT, 
APPROVED  JULY  11,  1916  (39  STAT.  355),  AS  AMENDED  AND  SUP¬ 
PLEMENTED,  TO  AUTHORIZE  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR  CONTINU¬ 
ING  THE  CONSTRUCTION  OF  HIGHWAYS 


July  14  (legislative  day,  July  1),  1950. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr  McClellan,  from  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  submitted 

the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  7941] 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act, 
approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supplemented, 
to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction  of  high¬ 
ways,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report 
favorably  thereon  with  an  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill,  as 
amended,  do  pass. 

Prior  to  the  passage  of  H.  R.  7941  by  the  House  of  Representatives, 
the  committee  had  under  consideration  the  bill  S.  3424,  introduced  by 
the  chairman,  Senator  Chavez  of  New  Mexico,  which  is  an  omnibus 
highway  bill  providing  Federal-aid  authorizations  for  the  fiscal  years 
'  1952  and  1953.  While  the  hearings  on  S.  3424  were  in  progress,  H.  R. 
7941  was  referred  to  the  committee  and  testimony  was  received  con¬ 
cerning  the  provisions  of  both  bills.  As  the  principal  testimony  was 
directed  primarily  to  the  Senate  bill,  S.  3424,  the  committee  considered 
it  desirable  to  perfect  the  latter  bill,  rather  than  to  make  numerous 
detailed  amendments  directly  to  the  House  bill.  In  reporting  the 
House  bill  the  committee  is  therefore  recommending  the  language  of 
the  perfected  Senate  bill  as  a  substitute  for  all  of  the  House  language 
after  the  enacting  clause. 

GENERAL  STATEMENT 

The  committee  held  hearings  extending  over  12  days  and  received 
testimony  and  statements  from  more  than  50  persons  or  organizations. 
These  witnesses  included  all  of  the  principal  organizations  interested 
in  highway  development  and  the  Federal  and  local  agencies  charged 
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with  supervision  and  carrying  out  of  the  Federal-aid  programs.  The 
testimony  shows  conclusively  that  the  need  for  highway  improve¬ 
ments  is  substantially  a  continuing  one  which  should  be  carried  out 
as  rapidly  as  fiscal  conditions  will  permit.  Estimates  of  the  total 
cost  of  work  required  to  put  our  Nation-wTide  system  of  highways  in 
adequate  condition  lange  upward  to  41  billions  of  dollars.  It  seems 
obvious  that  such  a  program  is  so  large  that  it  can  only  be  handled 
on  a  progressive,  continuing  basis.  This  is  the  basis  upon  which  the 
Federal-aid  program  was  founded  initially  and  has  been  conducted 
since  its  inception  in  1916. 

Witnesses  gave  estimates  of  the  Federal  funds  needed  for  the  three 
principal  Federal-aid  systems  varying  from  $500,000,000  to  $741,000,- 
000  per  year.  The  President  in  his  budget  message  recommended  the 
amount  of  $500,000,000  per  year  for  the  Federal-aid  systems,  with 
emphasis  upon  the  interstate  highway  system  within  this  total.  Sev¬ 
eral  witnesses  recommended  a  separate  fund  for  the  interstate  system 
with  authorizations  larger  than  the  amount  of  $70,000,000  per  year 
included  in  the  bill  passed  by  the  House.  Increased  authorizations 
were  also  recommended  on  some  of  the  other  miscellaneous  road 
systems  on  Federal  lands.  Extensive  testimony  was  also  heard  con¬ 
cerning  the  needs  and  problems  of  local  rural  roads,  and  in  considering 
this  subject,  the  committee  also  had  before  it  the  hearings  of  last  year 
on  S.  244  and  S.  1471  and  a  report  on  the  local  rural-road  problem 
made  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  at  the  request  of  the  committee. 
Representatives  of  the  State  Department  and  other  Federal  agencies 
testified  concerning  the  Inter- American  Highway.  The  needs  for 
access  roads  to  defense  installations  were  also  brought  out  during  the 
course  of  the  hearings. 

In  reporting  its  recommendations  on  this  bill,  the  committee  has 
adhered  to  the  basic  principles  underlying  the  established  Federal-aid 
highway  systems.  It  has  modified  the  mechanics  of  canying  forward 
the  program  only  to  the  extent  of  emphasizing  the  need  for  increased 
application  of  effort  on  certain  phases  of  the  program.  It  is  contem¬ 
plated  that  such  modifications  will  clarify  the  intent  of  Congress  in 
providing  for  these  phases  of  the  program,  and  it  is  believed  that  they 
will  provide  a  better  balanced  program  in  keeping  with  the  needs 
reflected  by  the  testimony  received  by  the  committee. 

AUTHORIZATIONS  FOR  FEDERAL-AID  SYSTEMS 

The  total  annual  authorizations  for  the  three  Federal-aid  systems 
contained  in  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1944  amounted  to  $500,- 
000,000.  In  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948  this  total  was 
modified  to  $450,000,000  per  year  for  the  fiscal  years  1950  and  1951, 
because  of  the  problems  in  bringing  the  highway  program  back  into 
full  swing  following  the  curtailment  of  this  work  during  the  war  years. 
These  latter  problems  have  now  been  entirely  overcome,  and  the 
committee  has  concluded  that  the  program  should  be  restored  to  at 
least  the  basis  established  in  the  1944  act. 

The  House  bill  authorizes  the  amount  of  $500,000,000  per  year 
divided  into  the  three  categories  as  follows:  $225,000,000  for  the 
primary  system;  $150,000,000  for  the  secondary  system;  $125,000,000 
for  the  urban  system. 
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These  are  the  same  relative  proportions  distributed  among  the  three 
systems  as  established  in  the  1944  act  and  continued  in  the  1948  act. 
The  House  bill  has  departed  from  these  relative  proportions  in  one 
respect,  however,  since  it  has  added  a  further  annual  authorization  of 
$70,000,000  to  be  applied  solely  to  the  national  system  of  interstate 
highways.  This  is  the  first  instance  in  which  Congress  has  recognized 
the  national  system  of  interstate  highways  by  authorizing  funds  for 
expenditure  exclusively  on  that  system,  and  it  is  in  keeping  with  the 
recommendation  of  the  President  that  emphasis  be  placed  upon  that 
system.  The  highways  which  make  up  the  national  interstate  system 
are  all  a  part  of  either  the  regular  primary  or  urban  Federal-aid  sys¬ 
tems,  and  for  this  reason  the  authorization  of  this  additional  amount 
can  be  construed  in  effect  as  an  increase  in  the  proportions  of  the  over¬ 
all  Federal-aid  program  which  are  allocated  to  the  primary  and  urban 
systems.  The  committee  is  in  full  agreement  with  this  action,  since 
it  has  been  greatly  impressed  with  the  testimony  with  regard  to  the 
need  for  expediting  improvement  of  the  national  interstate  system. 
The  committee  was  equally  impressed,  however,  with  the  need  for 
further  clarification  of  the  secondary-road  program  and  its  application 
to  the  county  highways  and  similar  local  roads  of  this  class.  The 
committee  has  therefore  added  language  to  insure  that  the  secondary 
system  will  be  carried  out  in  such  a  way  as  to  encompass  adequate  pro¬ 
visions  for  the  county  class  of  highways,  and  it  has  increased  the 
amount  for  the  secondary  system  substantially  in  keeping  with  the 
increases  approved  by  the  House  for  the  primary  and  urban  systems. 
A  full  discussion  of  the  views  of  the  committee  with  respect  to  the 
application  of  the  secondary  funds  is  contained  later  in  this  report. 

The  total  of  the  authorizations  for  the  three  Federal-aid  systems 
recommended  by  the  committee  amounts  to  $550,000,000  for  each  of 
the  fiscal  years  1952  and  1953.  This  total  is  divided  as  follows: 
$225,000,000  for  the  primary  system;  $200,000,000  for  the  secondary 
system;  $125,000,000  for  the  urban  system. 

In  addition,  the  committee  recommends  retaining  the  separate 
authorization  of  $70,000,000  per  year  for  the  national  interstate 
system,  which  will  in  fact  be  applied  on  the  primary  and  urban  systems 
as  discussed  above. 

The  approximate  amounts  which  each  State  would  receive  of  the 
sums  authorized  by  sections  1  and  2  of  the  bill  have  been  computed 
by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  are  shown  in  a  table  furnished  to 
the  committee.  These  amounts  were  computed  on  the  basis  of 
present-day  population  totals  estimated  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Census, 
on  the  assumption  that  it  is  possible  that  the  1950  census  figures  will 
be  available  by  the  time  the  apportionments  are  made.  If,  however, 
the  1950  population  figures  should  not  be  available,  then  the  figures 
shown  by  the  1940  Federal  census  would  have  to  be  used  and  the 
amounts  shown  for  the  respective  States  would  necessarily  be  changed 
from  those  shown  in  the  table.  The  table  is  as  follows: 
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Approximate  apportionment  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds  1 


State 

Interstate 

system 

($70,000,000) 

Primary 

($225,000,000) 

Secondary 

($200,000,000) 

Urban 

($125,000,000) 

Subtotal — 
primary, 
secondary 
and  urban 
($550,000,000) 

Total 

($620,000,000) 

Alabama. . 

$1, 457, 000 

$4,  605,  000 

$4, 827, 000 

$1, 160, 000 

$10,  592, 000 

$12, 049, 000 

Arizona.. 

991,000 

3,  291,000 

3, 073, 000 

338, 000 

6,  702,  000 

7,  693,  000 

Arkansas  . 

1, 167,  000 

3,711,000 

3,  944, 000 

486, 000 

8, 141,000 

9, 308,  000 

California  _  . 

3,  223, 000 

10,  273, 000 

7, 645,  000 

10,  830,  000 

28,  748, 000 

31,  971,000 

Colorado _  ..  ... 

1,  210,  000 

3,  948, 000 

3,  548, 000 

872, 000 

8,  368, 000 

9,  578, 000 

Connecticut 

457,  000 

1,421,000 

1,046,  000 

2,  660,  000 

5, 127,  000 

5,  584, 000 

1  >elaware _  _ 

337,  000 

1,083,  000 

962, 000 

205,  000 

2,  250,  000 

2,  587, 000 

Florida  _  . 

1, 060,  000 

3,  392,  000 

3,  046,  000 

1,  816,  000 

8,  254,  000 

9,314,  000 

Georgia  . . 

1,  716,  000 

5, 419,  000 

5,  490,  000 

1,433,  000 

12,  342,  000 

14,  058,  000 

Idaho _  .  _ 

834,  000 

2.  746,  000 

2,  565,  000 

206, 000 

5,517,  000 

6,351,000 

Illinois-.  .  . 

2,  697,  000 

8.  442,  000 

6. 116, 000 

8,  788, 000 

2.3,  346,  000 

26,  043, 000 

Indiana. __ 

1,701,000 

5, 325, 000 

4,  783, 000 

3,084,000 

13, 192,  000 

14,  893,  000 

Iowa . . 

1,  697,  000 

5,  354,  000 

5, 102,  000 

1,  432,  000 

11,888.  000 

13,  585.  000 

Kansas . 

1,716, 000 
1,282, 000 

5,  466,  000 

5, 124, 000 

1,034,000 

11,624,  000 

13,  340,  000 

Kentucky _ 

4,  040,  000 

4,  329, 000 

1, 141,000 

9,  510,  000 

10,  792,  000 

Louisiana  . 

1,060,000 

3,  372,  000 

3,  375,  000 

1,  472,  000 

8,  219,  000 

9,  279, 000 

Maine _  _ _ 

589,  000 

1,886,  000 

1, 814,  000 

520,  000 

4,  220,  000 

4,  809,  000 

Maryland 

600, 000 

1,872,000 

1,606,  000 

1,846,000 

5,  324,  000 

5,  924,  000 

Massachusetts  .  . 

912,  000 

2,  832,  000 

1.029,000 

6,  234,  000 

10,  095,  000 

11,007,  000 

Michigan.  _  _ 

2.  205,  000 

6,  925,  000 

5,  588,  000 

5,  931,  000 

18,  444,  000 

20,  649, 000 

Minnesota  _ 

1, 841,  000 

5, 856,  000 

5,  389, 000 

2,031,000 

13,  276,  000 

15, 117,000 

Mississippi  ...  . 

1,239,  000 

3,  923, 000 

4,  233, 000 

505,  000 

8,  661,000 

9,  900,  000 

Missouri.. . 

2.  029,  000 

6,  408, 000 

5,  865, 000 

2,  829,  000 

15, 102, 000 

17, 131,000 

Montana.  ..  ..  . 

1,344,  000 

4,  450,  000 

4,  039, 000 

247,  000 

8,  736,  000 

10, 080, 000 

Nebraska  .  . 

1,338,  000 

4.  289,  000 

4,  020,  000 

660, 000 

8,  969, 000 

10.  307,  000 

Nevada  .. 

857,  000 

2,  871,  000 

2,  574,  000 

83,  000 

5,  528,  000 

6,  385,  000 

New  Hampshire... 

337, 000 

1,083,  000 

962,  000 

454,  000 

2,  499, 000 

2,  836,  000 

New  Jersey _ 

938,  000 

2,  911,000 

1,415,  000 

5,  593,  000 

9,  919,  000 

10,  857,  000 

New  Mexico _ 

1,081.000 

3,  585,  000 

3,  310,  000 

246, 000 

7,  141,000 

8,  222,  000 

New  York  _ 

.3,  303,  000 

10,295,  000 

5,512,  000 

17,314,000 

33,121,000 

36,  424,  000 

North  Carolina _ 

1,694,  000 

5, 339,  000 

5, 827,  000 

1,  394,  000 

12.  560, 000 

14. 254,  000 

North  Dakota.  . 

996,  000 

3,  220,  000 

3.  065,  000 

175, 000 

6,  460,  000 

7, 456, 000 

Ohio..  ...  ..  ...  . 

2,  498,  000 

7.  797,  000 

6, 139,  000 

7,  531,  000 

21,467,  000 

23,  965,  000 

Oklahoma . . 

1,518,000 

4,  831,  000 

4,  705.  000 

1, 147,  000 

10,  6&3.  000 

12, 201 . 000 

Oregon _ 

1,210, 000 

3,  932,  000 

3,  618,  000 

1, 115,  000 

8,  665,  000 

9,  875, 000 

Pennsylvania 

2,  820,  000 

8,  797,  000 

6,  795.  000 

9,  755,  000 

25,  347,  000 

28, 167,  000 

Rhode  Island  . 

337, 000 

1,083,  000 

962,  000 

1.011,000 

3,  056, 000 

3,  393, 000 

South  Carolina  .  . 

936,  000 

2,  955,  000 

3,  239,  000 

595,  000 

6,  789,  000 

7,  725,  000 

South  Dakota 

1,  056,  000 

3,  419,  000 

3,  232,  000 

194,  000 

6,  845, 000 

7, 901.  000 

Tennessee. _ 

1.500,  000 

4,  717,  000 

4,  851,  000 

1,526,000 

11,094,  000 

12,  594.  000 

Texas _ 

4,  431,  000 

14,  227,  000 

13, 432, 000 

4.  527,  000 

32, 186,  000 

36,  617,  000 

Utah _ 

768, 000 

2,  545,  000 

2,  265, 000 

465,  000 

5,  275,  000 

6,  043,  000 

Vermont  .  ..  ... 

337, 000 

1,083,000 

962. 000 

188, 000 

2,  2.33,  000 

2,  570,  000 

Virginia 

1,306,  000 

4, 115,000 

4,  287,  000 

1,492,  000 

9,  894,  000 

11,200,000 

Washington  .  .  . 

1, 180,  000 

3,  783,  000 

3.  443,  000 

1,885,  000 

9, 111,000 

10,  291,  000 

West  Virginia 

749,  000 

2,  360,  000 

2,  627,  000 

712,  000 

5,  699,  000 

6,  448,  000 

Wisconsin 

1,659,  000 

5,  236,  000 

4,  745,  000 

2,  451,000 

12,  432,  000 

14, 091,000 

Wyoming . . 

825,  000 

2,  746,  000 

2,  487,  000 

130, 000 

5,  363,  000 

6, 188,  000 

Hawaii . . 

District  of  Colurn- 

1, 083,  000 

962,  000 

428,  000 

2,  473,  000 

2. 473, 000 

bia _ _ _ 

337, 000 

1,083,000 

962, 000 

1,299,  000 

3,  344, 000 

3,  681,000 

Puerto  Rico. .  . 

1, 137,  000 

1,  564,  000 

843. 000 

3,  544,  000 

3,  544, 000 

1  The  population  factors  used  in  computing  these  apportionments  were  based  on  1949  Census  Bureau 
estimates  of  total  population  (1948  estimates  for  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico),  and  1940  ratios  of  rural  and  urban 
population  to  total  population.  The  area  factor  used  was  based  on  1940  census  data,  and  the  factor  for 
mileage  of  rural  delivery  and  star  routes  tvas  based  on  1949  data.  The  apportionments  are  subject  to  re¬ 
vision  upon  availability  of  1950  data  for  population,  area,  and  mileage  of  rural  delivery  and  star  routes. 

Note. — Interstate  system  funds  apportioned  according  to  the  primary  formula  with  no  State  receiving 
less  than  0.5  percent  of  the  funds  apportioned,  and  no  apportionments  made  to  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico, 
Primary,  secondary,  and  urban  funds  apportioned  among  the  48  States,  District  of  Columbia,  Hawaii, 
and  Puerto  Rico,  in  accordance  with  formulas  set  forth  in  sec.  4  of  the  Federal-aid  Highway  Act  of  1944. 


SECONDARY-HIGHWAY  FUNDS 

As  to  the  secondary-highway  funds,  primary  consideration  was 
given  by  the  committee  to: 

1 .  The  type  of  road  upon  which  the  funds  were  to  be  expended ; 

2.  The  specifications  to  be  required; 

3.  The  manner  of  selecting  the  projects; 

4.  An  expanded  rural  roads  program  in  the  States,  with  tech¬ 
nical  skill  available  to  each  county  program. 
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After  considering  all  the  testimony  on  the  bill  and  the  testimony  at 
hearings  in  1949  on  rural-road  legislation,  the  committee  reached  the 
following  conclusions: 

1.  That  secondary -high way  funds  should  be  used  on  local  rural 
roads  and  roads  of  the  county-road  class  so  as  to  develop  a  county 
sj’stem  of  improved  roads  that  would  really  serve  the  rural  areas, 
with  particular  reference  to  rural  communities  that  are  not  otherwise 
served  by  all-weather  roads;  to  meet  special  conditions  in  some  States, 
discretion  should  be  vested  in  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads 
and  the  State  highway  commissions  in  the  respective  States,  permitting 
the  use  of  these  funds  for  a  higher  type  of  road,  but  that  this  should 
not  be  done  unless  the  Commissioner  and  the  State  highway  com¬ 
mission  could  certify  on  a  factual  basis  that  it  was  impractical  in  that 
particular  State  to  use  all  of  the  money  exclusively  on  local  rural 
roads  or  county  roads.  The  provision  does  not  require  an  agreement 
between  the  Commissioner  and  a  State  highway  commission  as  to 
any  particular  project  or  element  thereof;  it  is  contemplated  that  the 
concurring  certificate  shall  cover  an  over-all  general  program  for  that 
particular  State  for  the  entire  fiscal  year,  and  of  course  shall  be  entered 
into  at  sometime  prior  to  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year. 

2.  The  committee  feels  that  in  the  past,  too  great  a  percentage  of 
the  secondary  funds  have  been  spent  on  high -specification  projects, 
thus  permitting  fewer  miles  of  road  to  be  improved.  The  committee 
thinks  that  as  to  these  funds,  more  emphasis  should  be  placed  on  ex¬ 
tended  mileage  of  roads  rather  than  the  elimination  of  curves,  steep 
grades,  etc.  The  committee  believes  that  the  Bureau  should  take 
more  active,  affirmative  steps  in  seeing  that  more  liberal  specifications 
are  used  with  reference  to  rural  roads. 

3.  The  committee  concluded  that  projects  for  construction  should 
be  originated  by  the  State  authorities  and  by  the  local  authorities 
acting  together;  that  the  participation  in  these  selections  by  the  local 
authorities  was  not  a  mere  formality,  but  that  actual  participation  by 
the  local  authorities  and  the  highway  commissions  is  required,  and 
will  assure  the  soundest  program. 

4.  The  committee  was  impressed  with  Commissioner  MacDonald’s 
testimony  that  secondary-road  funds  should  be  channeled  down  to 
the  county  level  for  local  rural  roads,  and  his  plan  for  the  counties  to 
be  assisted  in  building  up  a  county  system  of  roads,  so  that  more 
communities  would  be  served  by  all-weather  roads  and  the  county 
systems  could  have  the  benefit  of  technical  and  engineering  skill  in 
the  expenditure  of  their  own  funds  as  well  as  the  Federal-aid  funds. 
The  committee  was  also  impressed  with  the  proposals  of  several 
witnesses  to  create  in  each  State  highway  department  a  rural-roads 
division  charged  primarily  with  the  responsibility  of  developing  rural 
road  programs. 

To  meet  the  foregoing  conclusions  of  the  committee,  the  following 
provisions  of  the  bill  were  inserted,  with  the  belief  that  satisfactory 
adjustments  to  the  present  programs  can  be  made  through  a  gradual 
but  certain  process  within  the  limits  of  these  provisions,  and  that 
within  2  years  great  progress  will  be  made  through  the  expected 
cooperation  of  the  local  authorities,  State  highway  commissions,  and 
the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads: 

Said  funds  shall  be  expended  only  on  local  rural  roads,  or  county  roads,  or 
roads  of  the  county-road  class,  with  types  of  construction  that  can  be  maintained 
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at  reasonable  cost  to  provide  reasonable  all-year  service,  and  the  projects  for 
construction  shall  be  selected  by  the  State  highway  departments  and  by  the 
appropriate  local  officials  with  respect  to  their  areas  in  cooperation  with  each 
other:  Provided,  That  if  the  State  highway  department  of  any  State  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  shall  find  on  a  factual  basis  and 
so  certify  that  in  said  State  it  will  be  impracticable  to  expend  said  funds,  or  a 
specified  percentage  thereof,  that  have  been  allotted  to  said  State,  on  said  class 
or  classes  of  roads,  then  such  percentage  of  said  funds  allotted  to  that  State  as 
may  be  so  certified  may  be  expended  on  other  secondary  roads  or  secondary 
highways,  including  State  highways,  in  said  State. 

Any  State  desiring  to  avail  itself  of  the  benefits  of  the  funds  apportioned  for 
expenditure  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system  shall  establish  in  its 
State  highway  department  within  six  months  after  the  close  of  the  next  regular 
session  of  its  legislature,  a  secondary  road  unit  and  such  department  shall  be 
suitably  organized  to  discharge  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
the  duties  herein  required:  Provided,  That  any  State  highway  department  may 
arrange  with  any  county  or  group  of  counties  having  competent  highway  engineer¬ 
ing  personnel,  suitably  organized  and  equipped  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  State 
highway  department,  to  supervise  construction  and  maintenance  on  a  county- 
unit  or  group-unit  basis  for  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  secondary  road 
projects:  Provided  further,  That  the  term  “county”  as  used  in  this  section  shall 
be  construed  to  include  corresponding  units  of  government  under  any  other  name 
in  States  which  do  not  have  county  organizations,  and  likewise  in  those  States  in 
which  the  county  government  does  not  have  jurisdiction  over  highways  it  may  be 
construed  to  mean  any  local  governmental  unit  vested  with  jurisdiction  over 
local  highways. 

The  committee  observes  that  this  language  of  the  report  pertaining 
to  the  secondary  funds  has  been  carefully  considered  by  the  committee 
and  expressly  adopted  by  the  committee. 

DIFFERENCES  BETWEEN  HOUSE  AND  SENATE  BILLS 

Federal-aid  secondary  system. — The  authorization  for  secondary 
roads  was  increased  from  $150,000,000  per  year  in  the  House  bill 
to  $200,000,000  per  year  as  recommended  by  the  committee.  A  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  application  and  administration  of  the  secondary  funds 
has  been  included  previously  in  this  report. 

National  system  of  interstate  highways. — The  committee  recommends 
the  same  authorization  as  in  the  House  bill,  namely,  $70,000,000  per 
year,  but  it  proposes  to  change  the  apportionment  from  the  straight 
population  basis  contained  in  the  House  bill  to  the  Federal-aid 
primary  fund  formula  which  is  based  upon  the  three  factors  of  popula¬ 
tion,  area,  and  mileage  of  rural  mail  routes.  The  committee  recom¬ 
mendation  also  includes  a  third  option  with  respect  to  the  matching  of 
funds  by  the  States,  namely,  a  matching  of  straight  75-percent  Federal 
funds  to  25  percent  State  or  local  funds.  Other  recommendations 
consist  of  a  requirement  that  preference  be  given  to  the  widening  of 
narrow  pavement  and  the  widening  and  strengthening  of  deficient 
bridges;  and  authorization  for  the  use  of  these  funds  for  the  retire¬ 
ment  of  bonds  issued  by  the  county,  city,  or  other  political  subdivision, 
as  well  as  by  the  State,  as  provided  for  in  the  House  bill. 

Forest  roads  and  trails. — The  committee  increased  this  authorization 
from  $17,500,000  per  year  as  contained  in  the  House  bill  to  $20,000,000 
per  year.  These  roads  are  extensively  used  in  the  production  of  tim¬ 
ber,  grazing,  and  for  protection  of  the  national  forests.  Testimony 
showed  that  the  annual  cut  of  timber  in  the  national  forests  could  be 
increased  as  much  as  50  percent  by  speeding  up  the  improvement  of 
the  roads  and  trails.  The  committee  believes  that  the  increase  recom¬ 
mended  is  fully  warranted. 
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Parkways. — With  respect  to  this  item  hi  section  4  (b)  of  the  bill,  the 
committee  recommends  continuing  this  authorization  at  the  same 
figure  adopted  by  the  House,  $13,000,000  per  year  for  the  fiscal  }7ears 
1952  and  1953.  Because  of  the  strategic  value  of  the  Baltimore- 
Washington  Parkway  to  national  defense,  a  provision  was  added  to 
this  authorization  making  $3,000,000  of  these  funds  available  immedi¬ 
ately  for  proceedi  lg  with  construction  of  that  parkway. 

Indian  roads. — The  House  bill  contained  an  authorization  of 
$6,000,000  per  year.  The  Senate  committee  recommends  that  this 
be  increased  to  a  total  of  $10,000,000  per  year.  This  program  has 
been  lagging  behind  the  imperative  needs  for  many  years.  Most 
Indian  reservations  are  isolated  and  not  even  served  b}1,  any  reliable 
or  adequate  transportation  facilities.  As  the  health,  education,  and 
welfare  of  the  Indian  population  and  the  administration  of  their 
reservations  are  almost  entirely  dependent  upon  highway  transporta¬ 
tion,  the  committee  feels  that  this  moderate  increase  is  well  justified. 

Inter- American  Highway. — There  is  no  provision  in  the  House  bill 
covering  this  subject.  The  Senate  committee  has  considered  carefully 
the  presentation  of  State  Department  officials  and  other  Government 
representatives  concerning  the  importance  of  the  completion  of  the 
Inter- American  Highway  to  commerce  between  the  United  States  and 
the  Central  American  Republics,  as  well  as  the  general  aspects  of 
hemispheric  solidarity.  The  committee  therefore  recommends  an 
authorization  of  $8,000,000  per  year  for  a  period  of  8  years,  which 
will  be  used  on  a  matching  basis  for  the  completion  of  this  important 
international  highway  link.  The  initial  development  of  this  route 
was  authorized  in  the  act  of  December  26,  1941,  and  the  current 
authorization  contained  in  this  bill  will  merely  provide  for  the  com¬ 
pletion  of  the  work  contemplated  in  the  1941  act. 

Bama  Boacl. — The  committee  recommends  the  authorization  of 
$4,000,000  per  year  for  a  2-year  period  for  the  completion  of  the  road 
between  San  Benito  and  Rama  in  the  Republic  of  Nicaragua,  which 
has  been  partially  completed  pursuant  to  an  agreement  between  the 
United  States  and  Nicaragua.  The  committee  considers  that  it  is 
desirable  to  complete  this  work  in  order  to  fulfill  diplomatic  obligations 
entered  into  several  years  ago  when  the  initial  work  was  accomplished. 

Access  roads. — Testimony  taken  by  the  committee  disclosed  that 
there  is  need  at  the  present  time  for  a  modest  expenditure  of  funds  to 
provide  access  roads  to  defense  installations  at  a  few  locations  in 
the  country.  The  recommendations  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  at  the  time  the  hearings  were  held  by 
the  committee  were  that  an  authorization  of  $10,000,000  be  provided 
for  the  access  roads  program.  In  view  of  the  international  develop¬ 
ments  which  have  occurred  subsequent  to  that  date,  the  committee 
feels  that  this  amount  should  be  increased  in  the  interest  of  prepared¬ 
ness  on  this  important  part  of  national-defense  efforts.  It  has  there¬ 
fore  provided  an  authorization  of  $25,000,000  for  this  program  to  be 
expended  under  substantially  the  same  conditions  that  were  applied 
to  the  same  program  undertaken  during  the  recent  war. 

The  committee  also  considered  the  possible  effects  of  a  national 
emergency  upon  other  phases  of  the  over-all  road  program.  It  was 
noted  that  at  the  outbreak  of  hostilities  during  the  recent  war  con¬ 
siderable  difficulty  was  experienced  at  the  beginning  in  arranging 
for  prompt  improvement  of  strategic  roads  because  of  the  lack  of 
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adequate  authorization  for  the  use  of  available  road  funds  on  such 
roads.  The  committee  therefore  felt  that  it  would  be  desirable  in 
the  light  of  the  existing  international  conditions  to  incorporate 
appropriate  provisions  in  the  bill  which  would  permit  the  use  of  any 
available  Federal  highway  funds  for  essential  defense  projects  in  the 
event  of  a  national  emergency  declared  by  the  Congress  or  by  the 
President. 

Tongass  Forest  roads,  Alaska. — The  Secretaries  of  Agriculture  and 
Commerce  presented  information  to  the  committee  to  the  effect  that 
the  road  system  in  southeastern  Alaska  within,  the  Tongass  National 
Forest  must  be  improved  and  extended  to  provide  for  the  increasing 
population  and  expanding  industries  caused  by  national  defense 
efforts.  In  recognition  of  the  importance  of  Alaska  to  the  Nation’s 
defense  measures,  the  committee  feels  justified  in  recommending  an 
authorization  of  $3,500,000  per  year  for  2  years  to  expand  the  road 
facilities  in  this  area. 

Roads  on  the  public  domain. — The  committee  received  testimony 
that  there  are  a  few  cases  still  existing  where  sections  of  important 
highways  lying  entirely  on  the  Federal  Government  domain  have 
not  been  improved  due  to  the  lack  of  habitation  on  such  lands  and 
the  inability  of  the  States  to  spread  their  highway  funds  far  enough 
to  reach  to  such  roads.  Authorizations  which  have  been  provided 
previously  to  take  care  of  such  cases  have  been  exhausted,  and  upon 
the.  basis  of  estimates  secured  from  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  the 
committee  feels  that  a  further  authorization  of  $5,000,000  per  year 
for  a  period  of  2  years  is  warranted  to  accomplish  the  improvement 
of  the  few  remaining  links  falling  within  this  category. 

Bypassing. — In  view  of  the  many  difficult  problems  resulting  from 
the  relocation  of  highways  so  as  to  bypass  long-established  cities  or 
towns,  it  is  the  view  that  most  careful  attention  should  be  given  by 
the  responsible  State  officials  to  insure  that  such  bypassing  is  based 
upon  sound  premises,  that  the  residents  of  the  cities  or  towns  are 
given  the  opportunity  to  express  their  views  on  the  matter,  and  that 
the  economic  losses  have  been  carefully  balanced  against  the  ad¬ 
vantages  of  the  proposed  new  location.  The  committee  has  therefore 
added  a  section  requiring  that  when  a  State  highway  department 
submits  plans  involving  the  bypassing  of  a  city,  town,  or  village,  it 
shall  certify  to  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  that  it  has  had 
public  hearings  and  considered  the  economic  effect  of  such  a  location. 

OTHER  PROVISIONS  OF  THE  BILL 

Other  provisions  of  the  bill  which  were  not  changed  by  the  committee 
are  as  follows: 

Section  3  authorizes  an  appropriation  of  $20,000,000  for  forest  high¬ 
ways  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1952  and  1953.  This  is  the  same 
amount  as  adopted  by  the  House  and  the  same  as  authorized  in  the 
last  Highway  Act  passed  in  1948. 

Section  4  (a)  continues  the  authorizations  for  park  roads  and  trails 
at  the  same  figure  adopted  by  the  House  and  carried  in  the  Highway 
Act  of  1948,  namely,  $10,000,000  per  year  for  the  fiscal  vears  1952 
and  1953. 

Section  6  would  amend  section  14  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act 
approved  November  9,  1921  (42  Stat.  212),  to  provide  that  the  main- 
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tenance  will  remain  the  responsibility  of  the  States,  but  the  entire 
State  will  not  be  penalized  in  case  a  county  or  municipality  should  fail 
to  maintain  a  road  not  under  the  jurisdiction  of  a  State  for  mainte¬ 
nance.  It  would  eliminate  the  authority  for  Federal  agencies  to  enter 
a  State  and  perform  maintenance  work,  to  charge  the  cost  against  the 
State’s  apportionment,  and  to  refuse  approval  of  further  projects  in 
such  States  until  the  road  is  properly  maintained.  Withholding  of 
approval  of  projects ‘would  apply  to  cities  or  counties  not  properly 
maintaining  the  road  projects  for  which  they  are  legally  responsible. 

Section  7  would  increase  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of 
the  costs  of  rights-of-way  from  one-third  to  one-half  of  such  costs. 

Section  8  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  cooperate 
with  the  State  highway  departments  and  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  in  the  construction  of  public  highways  within  national  parks 
and  monuments  in  the  same  manner  as  now  authorized  for  similar 
highways  on  Indian  reservations. 

Section  9  would  authorize  the  use  of  not  to  exceed  $10,000,000  from 
available  funds  as  an  emergency  relief  fund  for  the  repair  or  recon¬ 
struction  of  highways  and  bridges  on  the  primary  or  secondary  high¬ 
way  systems  damaged,  or  destroyed  by  floods,  landslides,  or  other 
catastrophes  of  nature.  Federal  funds  used  under  this  section  would 
not  exceed  50  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  repair  or  reconstruction  project. 

Section  15  would  authorize  and  direct  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Roads  to  assist  in  carrying  out  the  action  program  of  the  President’s 
Highway  Safety  Conference  and  to  cooperate  with  the  State  highway 
departments  and  other  agencies  in  this  program  to  advance  the  cause 
of  safety  on  the  streets  and  highways.  Expenditures  would  be  limited 
to  $75,000  annually  from  the  administrative  funds  of  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads. 

Section  16  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  delegate 
to  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  any  authority  vested  in  him 
under  the  provisions  of  the  bill. 

Section  17  provides  that  if  an\r  section,  subsection,  or  other  provi¬ 
sion  of  the  bill,  or  the  application  to  any  person  or  circumstance  is 
held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  the  act  would  not  be  affected. 

Section  18  provides  for  the  repeal  of  all  acts  or  parts  of  acts  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  bill  and  that  the  bill  shall  take  effect  on  its  passage. 

Section  19  provides  that  the  act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1950.” 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  there  is  printed  below  in  one  column  in  roman 
existing  law,  and  in  the  opposite  column  in  italics  the  committee 
matter  proposed  by  the  bill  to  replace  existing  law: 

Existing  Law  New  Language 

section  14,  federal  highway  act  Sec.  6.  That  section  11  of  the  Federal 
of  1921  Highway  Act,  approved  November  9, 

1921  (42  Stat.  212),  is  hereby  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  14.  That  should  any  State  fail  “Sec.  14.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
to  maintain  any  highway  within  its  State  to  maintain  any  highway  within 
boundaries  after  construction  or  recon-  its  boundaries  after  construction  under 


10  AMEND  AND  SUPPLEMENT  THE  FEDERAL-AID  ROAD  ACT 


Existing  Law 

struction  under  the  provisions  of  this 
act,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall 
then  serve  notice  upon  the  State  high¬ 
way  department  of  that  fact,  and  if 
within  ninety  days  after  receipt  of  such 
notice  said  highway  has  not  been  placed 
in  proper  condition  of  maintenance,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  proceed 
immediately  to  have  such  highway 
placed  in  a  proper  condition  of  mainte¬ 
nance  and  charge  the  cost  thereof 
against  the  Federal  funds  allotted  to 
such  State,  and  shall  refuse  to  approve 
any  other  project  in  such  State,  except 
as  hereinafter  provided. 

Upon  the  reimbursement  by  the 
State  of  the  amount  expended  by  the 
Federal  Government  for  such  mainte¬ 
nance,  said  amount  shall  be  paid  into 
the  Federal  highway  fund  for  reappor¬ 
tionment  among  all  the  States  for  the 
construction  of  roads  under  this  act,  and 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  then 
approve  further  projects  submitted  by 
the  State  as  in  this  act  provided. 

Whenever  it  shall  become  necessary 
for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  under 
the  provisions  of  this  act  to  place  any 
highway  in  a  proper  condition  of  main¬ 
tenance  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
shall  contract  with  some  responsible 
party  or  parties  for  doing  such  work: 
Provided,  however,  That  in  case  he  is  not 
able  to  secure  a  satisfactory  contract  he 
may  purchase,  lease,  hire,  or  otherwise 
obtain  all  necessary  supplies,  equipment, 
and  labor,  and  may  operate  and  main¬ 
tain  such  motor  and  other  equipment 
and  facilities  as  in  his  judgment  are 
necessary  for  the  proper  and  efficient 
performance  of  his  functions. 

SECTION  5  (A),  FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF 
1944 

Sec.  5.  (a)  The  Federal  share  pay¬ 
able  on  account  of  any  project  provided 
for  by  the  funds  made  available  under 
the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  Act 
shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the 
construction  cost  thereof  other  than 
costs  of  rights-of-way,  and  as  to  costs 
of  rights-of-way  shall  not  exceed  one- 
third  of  such  costs: 

SECTION  3  (A),  FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF 
1921 

Amendment  of  February  20,  1931 

Sec.  3a.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
is  authorized  to  cooperate  with  the 
State  highway  departments  and  with 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  the 
construction  of  public  highways  within 
Indian  reservations,  and  to  pay  the 
amount  assumed  therefor  from  the 
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the  provisions  of  this  Act.  If  at  any 
time  the  Commissioner  of  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads  shall  find  that  any  such 
highway  in  any  State  is  not  being 
properly  maintained  he  shall  call  such 
fact  to  the  attention  of  the  highway 
department  of  such  State  and  if  within 
ninety  days  after  receipt  of  such  notice 
said  highway  has  not  been  put  in  a 
proper  condition  of  maintenance,  then 
the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  shall 
withhold  approval  of  further  projects  in 
such  State  until  such  highway  has  been 
restored  to  a  proper  condition  of  main¬ 
tenance:  Provided,  That  in  any  State 
wherein  the  highway  department  is 
without  legal  authority  to  maintain  a 
highway  so  constructed  as  a  secondary 
or  an  urban  road  project  the  highway 
department  of  such  State  shall  enter 
into  a  formal  agreement  with  the  appro¬ 
priate  officials  of  the  county  or  city  in 
which  such  highway  is  located  for  its 
maintenance,  and  if  at  any  time  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  shall 
find  that  such  highway  is  not  being 
properly  maintained  he  shall  call  such 
fact  to  the  attention  of  the  highway 
department  of  such  State  and  if  within 
ninety  days  after  receipt  of  such  notice 
said  highway  has  not  been  put  in  proper 
condition  of  maintenance  then  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Public  Roads  shall  with¬ 
hold  approval  of  further  secondary  or 
urban  road  projects  in  such  county  or 
city  until  said  highway  shall  have  been 
placed  in  a  proper  condition  of  main¬ 
tenance.” 


Sec.  7.  That  subsection  (a)  of  section 
5  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1944 1  approved  December  20,  1944  (f>8 
Stat.  838),  is  hereby  amended  by  increas¬ 
ing  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account 
of  the  costs  of  rights-of-way  from  “one- 
third”  to  not  exceed  “one-half”  of  s^lch 
costs. 


Sec.  8.  Section  3a  of  the  Federal  High¬ 
way  Act  of  November  9,  1921,  as  amended 
by  the  Act  of  February  20,  1931  (46  Stat. 
1173),  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“Sec.  3a.  That  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  is  authorized  to  cooperate  with  the 
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funds  allotted  or  apportioned  under  this 
act  to  the  State  wherein  the  reservation 
is  located. 


Construction  of  Inter-American 
Highway 

[55  Stat.  860] 

AN  ACT  To  provide  for  cooperation  with  Central 

American  republics  in  the  construction  of  the 

Inter-American  Highway 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  the  sum  not  to  exceed  $20,000,- 
000  to  enable  the  United  States  to  coop¬ 
erate  with  the  governments  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  republics  situated  in  Central 
America — that  is,  with  the  Govern¬ 
ments  of  the  Republics  of  Costa  Rica, 
El  Salvador,  Guatemala,  Honduras, 
Nicaragua,  and  Panama — in  the  survey 
and  construction  of  the  proposed  Inter- 
American  Highway  within  the  borders  of 
the  aforesaid  republics.  Expenditures 
of  such  sums  in  any  such  country  shall  be 
subject  to  the  receipt  of  a  request  there¬ 
for  and  of  satisfactory  assurances  from 
the  government  of  that  country  that  ap¬ 
propriate  commitments  have  been  made 
by  such  government  to  assume  at  least 
one-third  of  the  expenditures  proposed  to 
be  incurred  henceforth  by  that  country 
and  by  the  United  States  in  the  survey 
and  construction  of  such  highway  within 
the  borders  of  such  country.  In  no  such 
country  shall  the  expenditures  of  this 
Government  from  the  appropriations 
herein  authorized  exceed  two-thirds  of 
the  total  expenses  henceforth  incurred 
for  said  survey  and  construction  in  that 
country.  No  expenditures  shall  be 
made  hereunder  for  the  construction  of 
said  highway  until  the  government  of 
each  of  the  above-named  countries  shall 
have  given  satisfactory  assurance  to  the 
United  States  that  it  will  assume  at  least 
one-third  of  the  expenditures  proposed  to 
be  incurred  henceforth  by  that  govern¬ 
ment  and  by  the  United  States  in  the 
survey  and  construction  of  such  high¬ 
way  within  the  borders  of  such  country, 
or  has  given  other  assurances  satis¬ 
factory  to  the  President  that  it  has  made 
appropriate  arrangements  to  complete 
such  survey  and  construction  within  a 
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State  highway  departments  and  with  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  in  the  con¬ 
struction  of  public  highways  within  Indian 
reservations  and  national  parks  and  mon¬ 
uments  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior,  and  to  pay  the 
amount  assumed  therefor  from  the  funds 
allotted  or  apportioned  under  this  Act  to 
the  State  wherein  the  reservations  and 
national  parks  and  monuments  are 
located.’' 

Sec.  11.  (a)  Section  1  of  ihe  Act  en¬ 
titled  “An  Act  to  provide  for  cooperation 
with  Central  American  Republics  in  the 
construction  of  the  Inter- American  High¬ 
way”,  approved  December  26,  1941  {55 
Stat.  860),  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“(b)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated,  in  addition  to  the  sums 
heretofore  authorized,  the  sum  of 
$8,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1951,  and  a  like  sum  for  each 
fiscal  year  thereafter  up  to  and  including 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  to 
be  available  until  expended,  to  enable  the 
United  States  to  cooperate  with  the  Gov¬ 
ernments  of  the  American  Republics  situ¬ 
ated  in  Central  America — that  is,  with  the 
Governments  of  the  Republics  of  Costa 
Rica,  El  Salvador,  Guatemala,  Honduras, 
Nicaragua,  and  Panama — in  the  survey 
and  construction  of  the  Inter- American 
Highway  within  the  borders  of  the  afore¬ 
said  Republics,  respectively.  Not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $3,000,000  of  the  appropriation  here¬ 
inabove  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year 
may  be  expended  without  requiring  the 
country  or  countries  in  which  such  sums 
may  be  expended  to  match  any  part 
thereof,  if  the  Secretary  of  State  shall 
find  that  the  cost  of  constructing  said 
highway  in  such  country  or  countries  will 
be  beyond  their  reasonable  capacity  to 
bear.  The  remainder  of  such  authorized 
appropriations  shall  be  available  for  ex¬ 
penditure  only  when  matched  to  the  extent 
required  by  this  Act  by  the  country  in 
which  such  expenditure  may  be  made. 
Expenditures  f  rom  the  sums  available  on 
a  matching  basis  shall  not,  be  made  for  the 
survey  and,  construction  of  any  portion  of 
said  highway  within  the  borders  of  any 
country  named  herein  unless  such  country 
shall  provide  and  make  available  for  ex¬ 
penditure  in  conjunction  therewith  a  sum 
equal  to  at  least  one-third  of  the  expendi¬ 
tures  that  may  be  incurred  by  that  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  United  States  on  such  por¬ 
tion  of  the  highway.  All  expenditures  by 
the  United  States  under  the  provisions  of 
this  Act,  for  material,  equipment,  and  sup¬ 
plies  shall,  whenever  practicable,  be  made 
for  products  of  the  United  States  or  of  the 
country  in  which  such  survey  or  construe- 
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reasonable  period.  All  expenditures  by 
the  United  States  under  the  provisions 
of  this  Act  for  material,  equipment,  and 
supplies  shall,  whenever  practicable,  be 
made  for  products  of  the  United  States 
or  of  the  country  in  which  such  survey 
or  construction  work  is  being  carried  on. 

Sec.  2.  The  survey  and  construction 
work  authorized  by  this  Act  shall  be 
under  the  administration  of  the  Public 
Roads  Administration,  Federal  Works 
Agency,  which  shall  consult  with  the 
appropriate  officials  of  the  Department 
of  State  with  respect  to  matters  involv¬ 
ing  the  foreign  relations  of  this  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  such  negotiations  with  the 
governments  of  the  American  republics 
named  in  section  1  as  may  be  required 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act 
shall  be  conducted  through,  or  as 
authorized  by,  the  Department  of 
State. 

Sec.  3.  The  provisions  of  this  Act 
shall  not  create  or  authorize  the  creation 
of  any  obligations  on  the  part  of  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  with 
respect  to  any  expenditures  for  highway 
construction  or  survey  heretofore  or 
hereafter  undertaken  in  any  of  the  coun¬ 
tries  enumerated  in  section  1,  other 
than  the  expenditures  authorized  by 
the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

Approved,  December  26,  1941. 
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tion  work  is  being  carried  on.  Construc¬ 
tion  work  shall  be  performed  by  private 
corporations ,  firms,  or  individuals  under 
contracts  with  the  government  of  the  coun¬ 
try  in  which  such  construction  work  is 
being  carried  on,  unless  another  method  of 
construction  is  recommended  by  such  gov¬ 
ernment  and  approved  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  in  order  that  the  public  interest 
will  be  served  or  because  the  construction 
work  is  of  a  kind  not  adapted  to  normal 
contract  procedures.  Construction  work 
to  be  performed  under  contract  shall  be 
advertised  for  a  reasonable  period  by  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works,  or  other  simi¬ 
lar  official,  of  the  government  concerned 
in  each  of  the  participating  countries  and 
contracts  shall  be  awarded  pursuant  to 
such  advertisements  with  the  approval  of  I 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce.  No  part  of 
the  appropriations  herein  authorized  shall 
be  available  for  obligation  or  expenditure 
for  work  on  said  highway  in  any  cooperat¬ 
ing  country  unless  the  government  of  said 
country  shall  have  assented  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Act;  shall  have  furnished 
satisfactory  assurances  that  it  has  an  or¬ 
ganization  adequately  qualified  to  ad¬ 
minister  the  functions  required  of  such 
country  under  the  provisions  hereof;  and 
then  only  as  such  country  may  submit  re¬ 
quests,  from  time  to  time,  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  any  portion  of  the  highway  to 
standards  adequate  to  meet  present  and 
future  traffic  needs:  Provided,  That  no 
part  of  said  appropriations  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  obligation  or  expenditure  in  any 
such  country  until  the  government  of  that 
country  shall  have  entered  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  United  States  which  shall 
provide,  in  part,  that  said  country — 

“(1)  will  provide,  without  participa¬ 
tion  of  funds  herein  authorized,  all 
necessary  right-of-way  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  said  highway,  which  right-of-way 
shall  be  of  a  minimum  width  where 
practicable  of  one  hundred  meters  in 
rural  areas  and  fifty  meters  in  munici¬ 
palities  and  shall  forever  be  held 
inviolate  as  a  part  of  the  highway  for 
public  use; 

“(3)  will  not  impose  any  highway 
toll,  or  permit  any  such  toll  to  be 
charged,  for  use  by  vehicles  or  persons 
of  any  portion  of  said  highway  con¬ 
structed  under  the  provisions  of  this 
Act; 

“(3)  will  not  levy  or  assess,  directly 
or  indirectly,  any  fee,  tax,  or  other 
charge  for  the  use  of  said  highway  by 
vehicles  or  persons  from  the  United 
States  that  does  not  apply  equally  to 
vehicles  or  persons  of  such  country; 

“(4)  will  continue  to  grant  reciprocal 
recognition  of  vehicle  registration  and 


AMEND  AND  SUPPLEMENT  THE  FEDERAL-AID  ROAD  ACT  13 


Existing  Law  New  Language 

drivers'  licenses  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Convention  for  the 
Regulation  of  Inter- American  Auto¬ 
motive  Traffic,  which  was  opened  for 
signature  at  the  Pan  American  Union 
in  Washington  on  December  15,  1943, 
and  to  which  such  country  and  the 
United  Stales  are  parties,  or  of  any 
other  treaty  or  international  convention 
establishing  similar  reciprocal  recog¬ 
nition;  and, 

“( 5 )  will  provide  for  the  maintenance 
of  said  highway  after  its  completion  in 
condition  adequately  to  serve  the  needs 
of  present  and  future  traffic." 


81st  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  2048 

.  7941 


[Report  No.  2044] 


May  22  (legislative  day,  March  29),  1950 
Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 

July  Id  (legislative  day,  July  1),  1950 
Reported  by  Mr.  McClellan,  with  an  amendment 

[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


To  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act,  approved 
July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes. 

}  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the 

4  Federal-Aid  Rood  Aet  approved  July  -H-j  -h9F6  -fJ9  Stat? 

5  355)-,  and  ah  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary 

6  thereto^  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 

7  sum  of  ^5t)tM4t)thtW4<4  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  3th 

8  4052,  and  a  hire  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  3ffi 
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The  sum  heroin  authorized  for  eae h  fiscal  year  shah  he 
available  for  expenditure  as  fehews-r 

-faf  ^fififeQOOjOQO  fee  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  pri¬ 
mary  highway  sy stone 

{hf  $450,OOOtOQO  fee  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
secondary  highway  system  as  set  forth  in  paragraph  -fbf  of 
seetfen  9  of  the  Federal  Aid  Flighway  Aet  of  1944  -{58- 
Statr  as  amended  or  sapplemcnted  hy  the  Fedcral- 

Aid  Highway  Aet  of  4948  -{99  Slaty  1105)-.- 
-fe)-  $495, 000;  000  for  fi 


on  the  Federal-aid  high¬ 


way  system  in  urban  areasr 

The  said  sums?  respectively?  for  any  fiscal  year,-  shah  he 
apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the  manner  now 
provided  hy  law  and  in  aeeordanee  with  the  formulas  set 
forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Aet  of  -1-944 
approved  Feeember  90?  -1944 :  Provided,  That  the  census 
figures  used  in  making  said  -apportionments  shall  he  those 
shown  hy  the  latest  available  Federal  census? 

Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  provisions 
of  this  section  and  under  the  provisions  of  section  9  hereof 
shah  he  available  for  expenditure  in  that  State  for  two  fiscal 
years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums 
are  authorized?  and  any  amount  so  apportioned  remaining 
unexpended  at  the  end  of  such  period  shah  lapse-:  Provided j 
-That  such  funds  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  he  deemed  to  have 
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been  expended  if  ft  stun  equal  to  tfee  total  of  tfee  sums  ap- 
portioned  to  tfee  State  for  suefe  fiseal  year  is  covered  fey 
formal  agreements  with  tfee  Commissioner  of  Fublie  Roads 
for  tfee  improvement  of  specifie  projeets  as  provided  fey 

tlllLj  V  pf- 
T7, lllo  xlUU 

Se6t  ft  -(a-)-  For  tfee  parpose  of  expediting  tfee  construe  ■ 
tie%  reeonstraetioej  and  improvement,-  inelnsivc  of  ncecssary 
bridges  and  tunnels?  of  tfee  National  System  of  Interstate 
Sigfewaysj  designated  in  aeeordanee  with  tfee  provisions  of 
scetion  7-  of  tfee  Federal -Aid  Highway  Aet  of  1944  -f§8 
Statv  838-)  7  there  is  feerefey  antfeorized  to  fee  appropriated 
tfee  additional  sum  of  $70,009d)0Q  for  tfee  fiseal  year  ending 
June  30y  1952,  and  a  like  additional  sum  for  tfee  fiseal  year 
ending  Jane  3hfe  19-53^  Tfee  sam  herein  antfeorized  for  eaefe 
fiseal  year  shall  fee  apportioned  among  tfee  several  States  in 
tfee  ratio  which  tfee  population  of  eaefe  State  hears  to  tfee 
total  population  of  all  of  tfee  States  as  shown  fey  tfee  latest 
available  Federal  eensase  Provided-, ~  That  no  State  shall 
receive  less  than  three-fourths  of  4  per  contain  of  tfee  sam 
authorized  to  fee  apportioned  for  eaefe  year  under  this  sufe- 
scction,  and  tfee  sam  apportioned  to  eaefe  State  may  fee 
utilized  to  pay  tfee  -Federal  pro  rata  share  now  authorized 
fey  law  on  account  of  any  project  on  tfee  National  System 


of  interstate  Higfewaysj  or  may  fee  used  to  increase  tfee 
Federal  payment  on  account  of  any  such  project  financed 
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with  Pod  era!  aid  primary  or  urban  funds  by  one-half  of 
the  Statens  share  of  the  cost  thereof  ever  and  above  the 
regular  Tnderal  pro  rata  now  authorized  hr  sneh  Stater 

-(b)-  Any  State  that  shad  issue  bonds  and  use  the  pre- 
eeeds  of  sneh  bends  for  the  construction  of  toll-free  facilities 
in  order  to  accelerate  the  improvement  of  the  National 
Systran  of  Interstate  Highways  may  apply  any  portion  of 
the  funds  herein,  or  hereafter,  authorised  for  expenditure  on 
said  system  of  high-ways  and  apportioned  to  such  State  under 
the  provisions  of  this  section  to  aid  in  retirement  of  annual 
maturities  of  the  principal  indebtedness  of  sued  bonds  to  the 
extent  that  the  proceeds  of  such  bonds  are  actnady  expended 
in  the  construction  of  said  system  of  highways :  Provided, 
That  payment  of  Pederal  funds  on  the  principal  indebtedness 
of  such  bonds  shall  be  made  only  on  account  of  any  sued 
facility  that  is  constructed  in  accordance  with  plans  and 
tiens  approved  in  advance  of  construction  by  the 
r  of  -Public  Itoadsu  Provided  fuv-dwr-  That  pay¬ 
ment  of  Pederal  funds  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shad  not 
exceed  the  pro  rata  basis  authorized  by  subsection  -(a)-  of 
this  sections  And  provided  further,  That  payments  to  any 
State  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shad  be  made  exclusively 
from  apportionments  to  sued  State  from  funds  authorized  by 
the  Congress  to  be  apportioned  for  expenditure  on  said  sys¬ 
tem  of  highways  and  this  subsection  shall  not  be 
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as  a  eo-mrartraenl  nr  akligaOea  na  Ore  part  nl  Ore  Caked 
Stales  -to  provide  seek  fands. 

3t  44*?  Ore  purpose  el  carrying  ant  Ore  provisions 
el  section  irk  el  Ike  federal  kkigkvray  Act  -(4k  Ktatr  2-J-8-)-T 
as  amended  and  sapplenrentedy  tkere  rs  kereky  a  1 1  (1  ion  zed  le 
ke  appropriated  -(4-f  lea  lores!  kiglrways  Ore  sw+  el  $29g- 
000.000  ler  -Ore  fiscal  year  ending  Jane  -34k  -kOakr  and  a  kke 
sam  ler  Ore  kseal  year  ending  Jane  31k  1053 ;  arrd  -fk)-  ler 
lores!  deselapment  reads  and  !rads  Ore  sam  el  k-i-7--kt44r000 
ler  Ore  kseal  year  ending  Jane  3!k  435kr  arrd  a  kke  sam 
ler  Ore  kseal  year  ending  Jane  3!k  1-953 :  Provided-  -Tka-h 
immediately  npan  Ore  passage  el  Oks  tVoSt  Ore  appropriation 
kerekr  aatkerized  ler  lores!  kigkvvays  ler  Ore  kseal  year 
ending  done  30y  -1-9 5k,  skail  ke  apperOoaed  ky  Ore  Secretary 
el  Commeree  ler  e^ependitnre  kr  Ore  several  States,  Alaska, 
and  Cnerto  -Rico,  aeeerdkrg  !e  Ore  area  arrd  -valae  el  Ore  land 
o-wned  ky  Ore  dosemment  vvitliin  Ike  national  leresls  therein 
edrrek  Ore  Secretary  el  Agrioaltnro  Is  kereky  dr  reeled  !e 
delerrrrkre  arrd  eertily  !e  Irka  Irear  saek  krfacmatieny  searees-, 
arrd  departments  as  Ore  keeeetary  el  Agrioaltace  aray  deera 
ares!  neon-rater  arrd  kereallerr  ea  or  kelere  Janaary-  4  aerk 
preceding  Ore  eeraraerreeraerr!  el  eaek  srrceeediag  kseal  year 
Ike  Secretary  el  Commerce  skall  make  kke  apportionment 
el  Ore  appropriation  aatkerized  ler  saek  kseal  years  Provided 
fa  rther,  4dral  Ore  Commissioner  el  Eakke  Eaads  aray  inear  - 
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obligations,  approve  projects,  and  enter  into  contracts  nnder 
the  apportionment  of  such  authorizations,  and  his  action  in 
so  doing  shah  he  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of  the 
Federal  Government  for  the  payment  of  the  eost  thereof : 
Provided  further ,  That  the  appropriations  made  pursuant  to 
authorizations  heretofore,  herein,  and  hereafter  enacted  for 
forest  highways  shah  he  considered  available  to  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  -Fid die  -Roads  for  the  purpose  of  discharging 
the  obligations  created  hereunder  in  any  State  or  Territory : 
Premded  further,  That  the  total  expenditures  on  account  of 
any  State  or  Territory  shall  at  no  time  exeecd  its  authorized 
apportionment :  And  provided  further,  That  appropriations 
for  forest  highways  shah  he  administered  in  conformity  with 
regulations  jointly  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Seo  4t  -(a)-  For  the  construction-  reconstruction,  im¬ 
provement,  and  maintcnacc  of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive 
of  necessary  bridges,  in  national  parks,  monuments,  and 
other  areas  administered  by  the  Futionaf  Park  Ser-viee,-  in¬ 
eluding  areas  authorized  to  he  established  as  national  parks 
and  monuments,  and  national  park  and  monument  approach 
roads  authorized  by  the  Act  of  January  3-4^  1-9-3T  (46  StaC 
-1053) ,  as  amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  ap¬ 
propriated  the  sum  of  $40,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
dene  00 j  -1952,  and  a  hke  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
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June  30y  4053-r  Provided,-  That  ©I  the  sum  authorized  hy 
this  subsection  for  eaeh  hseaf  year  not  more  than  $ly000,000 
shall  he  used  for  the  maintenance  of  sneh  roads  and  trails 
and  not  more  than  $l,OQ-9yOOO  shah  he  used  for  the  een- 
struction  of  minor  roads  and  trader  Provided  further,-  That 
hereafter  appropriations  for  the  constnictienT  reconstruction-,- 

o  fl  im:ni,ATT^mpri  f.  /-ai:  cm  ?  i  tm  o  v!r  o,  wt/1  n  >  An  t  i  ~m  pn  f  va  o  /)  o  oli  nil 
ttTTtt  II 11  JjJi T7  \  Liutll  T  Ul  otrcll  pnirr  ttixtt  XTl  VTiTCtlli  LIT  l  TTTcCttt5  ollttlx 

proved  hy  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce,  and  projects  for  the  construction,  rceonstruc- 
tieny  and  improvement  of  sneh  park  and  monument  roads 
shah  he  agreed  upon  jointly  hy  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 

-{hf  Tor  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  park-ways, 
to  give  access  to  national  parks  and  national  monuments, 
or  to  become  connecting  sections  of  a  national  park-way 
-plan,  over  lands  to  which  title  has  been  transferred  to  the 
United  States  hy  the  States  or  hy  private  individuals,  there 
is  hereby  authorized  to  he  appropriated  the  sum  of 
$1-3,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30y  JOOky  and  a 
hke  sum  for  tire  fiscal  year  ending  June  JOy  4050-t  Provided; 
■That  of  the  sum  authorized  hy  this  subsection  for  each  fiscal 
year  not  more  than  $-500,000  shah  he  used  for  the  mainte¬ 
nance  of  parkway  roads  and  not  more  than  $400,000  shall 
he  used  for  the  construction  of  minor  roads  and  trails  within 
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pM rk wm "V1  Jwiindancs .  I^i  <-lc<]  further,-  Flint  hereafter  ap¬ 
propriations  ler  tke  construction  el  parkways  skull  he 
administered  In  conformity  with  regulations  jointly  approved 
by  tke  Beeretary  el  tke  Interior  and  ike  Secretary  el  Com¬ 
merce,  and  projects  ler  parkway  construction  shall  ke  agreed 
upon  jointly  ky  tke  Secretary  el  the  interior  and  tke  Secre- 
tary  el  Cemmeree.- 

-(e)-  Per  tke  eonstcuetiorg  improvemeotr  and  mainte¬ 
nance  el  Indian  reservation  reads  and  bridges  and  reads 
and  bridges  te  provide  access  te  Indian  reservations  and 
Indian  lands  under  tke  pre-visions  el  tke  Act  approved  liny 
24k  192-8  -fie  Btatr  7-50-)  r  there  is  hereby  authorised  te  ke 
appropriated  tke  sum  el  $6,000,000  ler  tke  kseal  year  ending 
June  00T  4-952-,  and  a  like  sum  ler  tke  fiscal  year  ending 
June  34b  1953 :  P-revkled That  tke  leeatiem  type-,  and 
design  el  all  reads  and  bridges  constructed  shah  ke  approved 
ky  tke  Bureau  el  Public  Heads  before  any  expenditures  are 
made  tkereem  and  all  seek  eenstruetien  shall  ke  under  tke 
general  supervision  el  tke  Bureau  of  Public  Boudsr 

Sec.  in  All  provisions  el  tke  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  el  1 9-14.  approved  December  24k  4044  -f§8  Btatr  808)-,- 
and  tke  provisions  el  tke  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  el 
4048,  approved  June  20r  1918  -(02  Btatr  1405) ,  net  incon¬ 
sistent  wrtk  this  Aetr  skak  remain  in  luk  force  and  offectr 

Sec-t  0?  T-kat  section  44  el  tke  -Federal  Highway  Aep 
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November  9y  19hl  -f-fh  Stab  21-2) ,  is  hereby 
to  read  as  follows : 

“Beg.  44t  it  shah  bo  the  duty  ©I  the  Stale  to  maintain 
any  highway  within  ha  boundaries  after  construction  under 
the  provisions  of  this  Aeb  4f  at  any  time  the  Commissioner 
of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  shall  hud  that  any  sueh 
highway  in  any  State  is  not  being  properly  maintained  he 
shah  eah  sueh  faet  to  the  attention  of  the  highway  depart 
merit  of  sueh  State  and  if  within  ninety  days  after  receipt  of 
sueh  notice  said  highway  has  not  been  put  in  a  proper 
condition  of  maintenance,  then  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Roads  shah  withhold  approval  of  further  projects  in  sueh 
State  until  sueh  highway  has  been  restored  to  a  proper  con¬ 
dition  of  maintenances  Pre^kledy  That  in  any  State  wherein 
the  highway  department  is  without  legal  authority  to  main-- 
tain  a  highway  so  constructed  as  a  secondary  or  an  urban 
road  project  the  highway  department  of  sueh  State  shall 

officials 


enter  into  a  formal  agreement  with  the 


of  the  county  or  city  in  which  sueh  highway  is  located  for 
its  maintenance,  and  if  at  any  time  the  Commissioner  of 
Public  Roads  shall  find  that  such  highway  is  not  being 
properly  maintained  he  shall  eah  sneh  faet  to  the  attention 
of  the  highway  department  of  such  State  and  if  within  ninety 
days  after  receipt  of  such  notice  said  highway  has  not  been 
H.  R.  7941 - 2 
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put  in  proper  condition:  of  maintenance  then  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  of  Public  Eoads  shah  withhold  approval  of  further 


secondary  or  urban  road  projects  in  sueh  county  or  city 
unth  said  highway  shah  have  boon  placed  in  a  proper 
eondition  of  maintcnanceA 

See?  A  4hat  subsection  -(ft)-  of  section  §  of  the  -Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Aet  of  1914,  approved  December  2tk  1944 
-(§8  Stub  83-8)-,  is  hereby  amended  by  increasing  the  -Pedcral 
share  payable  on  account  of  the  costs  of  rights-of-way  from 
‘-one-third”  to  not  exceed  mm  e-hail-’  of  sueh  costs? 

See?  8?  Section  3a  of  the  -Federal  Highway  Aet  of 
November  87  192-1,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  P ebruary 
2%  1931  -(43  Stab  bbc-3)-,  is  hereby  amended  to  read 
as  follows--: 


‘4>eo.  3a?  4-hat  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is 
to  cooperate  with  the  State  highway  departments  and  with 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  the  construction  of  public 
highways  within  Indian  reservations  and  national  parks  and 
monuments  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior^  and  to  pay  the  amount  assumed  therefor  from  4m 
funds  allotted  or  apportioned  under  this  Act  to  the  State 
wherein  the  reservations  and  national  parks  and  monuments 
are  located.” 

Seo.  A  Aet  to  exceed  lAAOOOjOOO  of  any  m-oncy  here¬ 
tofore  or  hereafter  appropriated  for  expenditure  in 
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anee  with  tbe  provisions  of  the  F cderal  Highway  Act;  as 
amended  and  supplemented:,  shah  be  available  for  expenditure 
by  tbe  Commissioner  of  Pubhe  -Roads,  in  accordance  with 
tbe  provisions  of  fbe  Federal  Highway  Aet;  as  amended  and 
supplemented;  as  an  emergency  relief  fund;  after  receipt  of 
an  application  therefor  from  fbe  highway  department  of  any 
State,  in  tbe  repair  or  reconstruction  of  highways  and  bridges 
on  tbe  primary  or  secondary  Federal-aid  highway  systems 
which  be  shaft  bnd  have  suffered  serious  damage  as  tbe 
result  of  disaster  over  a  -wide  area,  sneb  as  by  floods,  burri- 
canes,  tidal  waves,  earthquakes;  severe  storms,  landslides, 
or  other  catastrophes  in  any  part  of  the  -U-nited  States,-  and 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  any  sum  or 
sums  necessary  to  reimburse  tbe  funds  so  expended  from 
time  to  time  under  tbe  authority  of  this  section :  Provided ; 
That  no  expenditures  shah  be  made  -with  respect  to  any 
such  catastrophe  m  any  State  unless  an  emergency  has  been 
declared  by  tbe  Governor  of  such  State  and  concurred  in 
by  tbe  Commissioner  of  Public  Readse  Provided  further-; 
That  tbe  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  repair 
or  reconstruction  project  provided  for  by  funds  made  avafl- 
able  under  this  section  shah  not  exceed  b0  per  centum  of 
tbe  cost  thereof.- 

Seg.-  TOt  The  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  is  author- 
ioed  and  directed  to  assist  in  carrying  out  tbe  aetion  program 
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of  the  President’s  Highway  Safety  Conference  and  to  co¬ 
operate  with  the  State  highway  departments  and  other 
agencies  in  this  program  to  advance  the  eanse  of  safety  on 
the  streets  and  highways-:  Provided ,  4-hat  not  to  exceed 
$7-5,090  shall  he  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  of  this 
section-. 


SeOt  44?  Phe 


7  /  v  iJ-4-A 
tv  tiiv 


-Public 


any  authority  vested  in  hhn 


hy  this  Act? 


S-EC-.  4A  if  any  section?  subsection?  or  other  prove  'on 
of  this  Ant  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  eir- 
cumstancc  is  held  invalid;  the  remainder  of  this  Ant  and  the 


of  such  section?-  subsection?  or  other 


to 


other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  he  affected  thereby? 

Sec?  P3t  Phot  all  Ants  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  in¬ 
consistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Ant  are  hereby  repealed? 

o  r\  7  hi L’  A  c«7  ena  1 1  7  ft  Iro  t  m  1  i  v * 7  rtn  1 7o  ooo  ov >— 
ell  111  l  lllo  a!  vC  oil  cl  11  TcTClU  Lll  I  v  L  vTxt  115  cl  uutlw  157 

See-  44?  Phis  Ant  may  he  cited  as  the  “F edcral-Aid 
Highway  Ant  of  1-950”-. 

That  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal- Aid  Boad  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat. 
355),  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary 
thereto,  and  for  continuing  the  construction  and  reconstruc¬ 
tion  of  highways  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
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Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  approved  December  20. 
1944  (58  Stat.  838),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  the  sum  of  $ 550,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1953. 

The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be 
available  for  expenditure  as  follows: 

(a)  $225,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  system. 

(b)  $ 200,000,000  for  projects  as  set  forth  in  paragraph 
(b)  of  section  3  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944 
(58  Stat.  838).  Said  funds  shall  be  expended  only  on  local 
rural  roads,  or  county  roads,  or  roads  of  the  county-road 
class,  with  types  of  construction  that  can  be  maintained  at 
reasonable  cost  to  provide  reasonable  all-year  service,  and 
the  projects  for  construction  shall  be  selected  by  the  State 
highivay  departments  and  by  the  appropriate  local  officials 
with  respect  to  their  areas  in  cooperation  with  each  other: 
Provided,  That  if  the  State  highway  department  of  any 
State  with  the  concurrence  of  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Hoads  shall  find  on  a  factual  basis  and  so  certify  that  in  said 
State  it  will  be  impracticable  to  expend  said  funds,  or  a 
specified  percentage  thereof,  that  have  been  allotted  to  said 
State,  on  said  class  or  classes  of  roads,  then  such  percentage 
of  said  funds  allotted  to  that  State  as  may  be  so  certified  may 
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be  expended  on  other  secondary  roads  or  secondary  highways, 
including  State  highways,  in  said  State. 

(c)  $125,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid-high¬ 
way  system  in  urban  areas. 

The  said  sums,  respectively,  for  any  fiscal  year,  shall  be 
apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the  manner  now 
provided  by  law  and  in  accordance  with  the  formulas  set 
forth  in  section  1  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944 
approved  December  20,  1944:  Provided,  That  the  census 
figures  used  in  making  said  apportionments  shall  be  those 
shown  by  the  latest  available  Federal  census. 

Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  provisions 
of  this  section  and  under  the  provisions  of  section  5  hereof 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in  that  State  for  two  fiscal 
years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums 
are  authorized,  and  any  amount  so  apportioned  remaining 
unexpended  at  the  end,  of  such  period,  shall  lapse:  Provided, 
That  such  funds  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the  sums  appor¬ 
tioned  to  the  State  for  such  fiscal  year  is  covered  by  formal 
agreements  with  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  for  the 
improvement  of  specific  projects  as  provided  by  this  Act. 

Sec.  2.  Any  State  desiring  to  avail  itself  of  the  benefits 
of  the  funds  apportioned  for  expenditure  on  the  Federal-aid 
secondary  highway  system  shall  establish  in  its  State  high- 


15 


\  way  department  within  six  months  after  the  close  of  the  next 

2  regular  session  of  its  legislature ,  a  secondary  road  unit  and 

3  such  department  shall  he  suitably  organized  to  discharge  to 

4  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  the  duties 

5  herein  required:  Provided,  That  any  State  highway  depart- 

6  ment  may  arrange  with  any  county  or  group  of  counties 

7  having  competent  highway  engineering  personnel,  suitably 

8  organized  and  equipped  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  State  high- 

9  way  department,  to  supervise  construction  and  maintenance 

10  on  a  county-unit  or  group-unit  basis  for  the  construction  and 

11  maintenance  of  secondary  road  projects:  Provided  further, 

12  That  the  term  “ county  ’  as  used  in  this  section  shall  be  con- 

13  strued  to  include  corresponding  units  of  government  under 

14  any  other  name  in  States  which  do  not  have  county  organ iza- 

15  tions,  and  likewise  in  those  States  in  which  the  county  gov- 

16  ernment  does  not  have  jurisdiction  over  highways  it  may  be 

17  construed  to  mean  any  local  governmental  unit  vested,  with 

18  jurisdiction  over  local  highways. 

19  Sec.  3.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 

20  of  section  23  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  218), 

21  as  amended  and  supplemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to 

22  be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the  sum  of  $20,- 

23  000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a 

24  Uke  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953;  (2)  for 

25  forest  development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of  $20,000,000 
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1  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum 

2  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953;  and  (3)  for  forest 

3  highways  within,  adjoining,  or  adjacent  to  the  Tongass  Na- 

4  tional  Forest,  the  additional  sum  of  $3,500,000  for  the  fiscal 

5  year  ending  June  30,  1951,  and,  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal 

6  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  to  provide  for  the  improvement 
1  and  extension  of  the  highway  facilities  to  serve  the  present 

8  and,  potential  traffic  incident  to  the  further  development  of 

9  the  timber  and  other  resources  of  southeastern  Alaska:  Pro- 

10  vided,  That  immediately  upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  the  ap- 

11  propriation  herein  authorized  for  forest  highways  for  the  fiscal 

12  year  ending  June  30, 1952,  shall  he  apportioned  by  the  Secre- 
12  tary  of  Commerce  for  expenditure  in  the  several  States,  Alaska, 
1^  and,  Puerto  Pico,  according  to  the,  area  and  value  of  the  land 
15  owned  by  the  Government  within  the  national  forests  therein 
1®  which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  hereby  directed  to 
1^  determine  and  certify  to  him  from  such  information,  sources, 
1®  arid  departments  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  deem 

19  most  accurate,  and,  hereafter,  on  or  before  January  1  next 

20  preceding  the  commencement  of  each  succeeding  fiscal  year 

21  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  make  like  apportionment  of 

22  the  appropriation  authorized  for  such  fiscal  year:  Provided, 
22  further,  That  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  may  incur 

obligations,  approve  projects,  and  enter  into  contracts  under 
^  the  apportionment  of  such  authorizations,  and  his  action  in 
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so  doing  shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of  the 
Federal  Government  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  thereof: 
Provided  further,  That  the  appropriations  made  pursuant 
to  authorizations  heretofore,  herein,  and  hereafter  enacted 
for  forest  highways  shall  be  considered  available  to  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  for  the  purpose  of  discharg¬ 
ing  the  obligations  created  hereunder  in  any  State  or  Terri¬ 
tory:  Provided  further,  That  the  total  expenditures  on 
account  of  any  State  or  Territory  shall  at  no  time  exceed  its 
authorized  apportionment:  And  provided  further,  That 
appropriations  for  forest  highways  shall  be  administered  in 
conformity  with  regulations  jointly  approved  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  im¬ 
provement,  and  maintenance  of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive 
of  necessary  bridges,  in  national  parks,  monuments,  and 
other  areas  administered,  by  the  National  Park  Service, 
including  areas  authorized  to  be  established  as  national  parks 
and,  monuments,  and  national  park  and  monument  approach 
roads  authorized,  by  the  Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Stat. 
1053),  as  amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  the  sum  of  $ 10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1953:  Provided,  That  of  the  sum  authorized  by 
H.  K.  7941 - 3 
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1  this  subsection  for  each  fiscal  year  not  more  than  $4,000,000 

2  shall  be  used  for  the  maintenance  of  such  roads  and  trails 

3  and  not  more  than  $1,000,000  shall  be  used  for  the  con- 
41  struction  of  minor  roads  and  trails:  Provided  further,  That 

5  hereafter  appropriations  for  the  construction,  reconstruction, 

6  and  improvement  of  such  park  and  monument  roads  shall 

I  be  administered  in  conformity  with  reputations  jointly  ap- 

8  proved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary 

9  of  Commerce,  and  projects  for  the  construction,  reconstruc¬ 
ts  tion,  and  improvement  of  such  park  and  monument  roads 
11  shall  be  agreed  upon  jointly  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 

and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

18  (b)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  improvement, 

14  and  maintenance  of  parkways,  authorized  by  Acts  of  Con- 

15  press,  on  lands  to  which  title  is  vested  in  the  United  States, 

16  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of 

17  $13,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and 

18  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953 :  Provided, 

19  That  of  the  sum  authorized  by  this  subsection  for  each  fiscal 
19  year  not  more  than  $500,000  shall  be  used  for  the  mainte- 

II  nance  of  parkway  roads  and  not  more  than  $400,000  shall 
11  be  used  for  the  construction  of  minor  roads  and  trails  within 
18  parkway  boundaries:  Provided  further,  That  hereafter  ap- 
14  propriations  for  the  construction  of  parkways  shall  be 
1^  administered  in  conformity  with  regulations  jointly  approved 
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by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  and  projects  for  parkway  construction  shall  be  agreed 
upon  jointly  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce:  Provided  further,  That  $3,000,000  of 
the  sum  authorized  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952, 
shall  be  available  for  contract  immediately  upon  the  passage 
of  this  Act. 

(c)  For  the  construction,  improvement,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges  and  roads 
and  bridges  to  provide  access  to  Indian  reservations  and 
Indian  lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  approved  May 
26,  1928  (45  Stat.  750),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 

ending  June  30,  1953 :  Provided,  That  the  location,  type,  and 
design  of  all  roads  and  bridges  constructed  shall  be  approved 
by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Boads  before  any  expenditures 
are  made  thereon,  and,  all  such  construction  shall  be  under 
the  general  supervision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Boads. 

Sec.  5.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  expediting  the  construc¬ 
tion,  reconstruction,  and  improvement,  inclusive  of  neces¬ 
sary  bridges  and  tunnels,  of  the  National  System  of  Inter¬ 
state  Highways,  designated  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  section  7  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58 
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Stat.  838),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
the  additional  sum  of  $ 70,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1953.  The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal 
year  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several  States  in  the 
manner  now  provided  by  law  for  the  apportionment  of 
Federal-aid  primary  funds.  In  the  use  of  the  funds  herein 
authorized  for  the  National  System  of  Interstate  Highways, 
preference  shall  be  given  to  projects  for  the  widening  of 
narrow  pavement  and  the  widening  and  strengthening  of 
deficient  bridges  on  the  present  highways  designated  for  in¬ 
clusion  in  the  Interstate  System  on  existing  rights-of-way, 
alinement  and  grade  insofar  as  is  economically  sound  and 
practical  from  an  engineering  and  safety  standpoint. 

(b)  The  sum ,  apportioned  to  each  State  under  the 
provisions  of  this  section  may  be  utilized  to  pay  the  Federal 
pro  rata  share  now  authorized  by  law  on  account  of  any 
project  on  the  National  System  of  Interstate  Highways, 
or  may  be  used  to  increase  the  Federal  payment  on  account 
of  any  such  project  financed  with  Federal-aid  primary  or 
urban  funds  by  one-half  of  the  State  s  share  of  the  cost 
thereof  over  and  above  the  regular  Federal  pro  rata  share 
now  authorized  in  such  State,  or  may  be  used  in  the  ratio 
of  75  per  centum  Federal  funds  to  25  per  centum  State  or 
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local  funds  of  the  total  construction  cost  of  any  such  'project 
including  the  costs  of  rights-of-way . 

(c)  Any  State,  county,  city,  or  other  political  sub¬ 
division  that  shall  issue  bonds  and  use  the  proceeds  of  such 
bonds  for  the  construction  of  toll-free  facilities  in  order  to 
accelerate  the  improvement  of  the  National  System  of  Inter¬ 
state  Highways,  the  Federal- aid  highway  system  or  the 
Federal-aid  highway  system  in  urban  areas,  may  apply  any 
portion  of  the  funds  herein,  or  hereafter,  authorized  for 
expenditure  on  said  systems  of  highways  and  apportioned 
to  such  State  under  the  provisions  of  section  1  and  subsection 
( a)  of  section  5  to  aid  in  retirement  of  annual  maturities 
of  the  principal  indebtedness  of  such  bonds  to  the  extent  that 
the  proceeds  of  such  bonds  are  actually  expended  in  the 
construction  of  said  systems  of  highways:  Provided,  That 
payment  of  Federal  funds  on  the  principal  indebtedness  of 
such  bonds  shall  be  made  only  on  account  of  any  such  facility 
that  is  constructed  in  accordance  with  plans  and  specifica¬ 
tions  approved  in  advance  of  construction  by  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  of  Public  Roads:  Provided  further,  That  payment 
of  Federal  funds  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  not  exceed 
the  pro  rata  basis  authorized  by  section  1  and  subsection  (b) 
of  section  5:  And  provided  further,  That  payments  to  any 
State  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be  made  exclusively 
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1  from  apportionments  to  such  State  from  funds  authorized  hy 

2  the  Congress  to  he  apportioned  for  expenditure  on  said  sys- 

3  terns  of  highways  and  this  subsection  shad  not  he  construed 

4  as  a  commitment  or  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  United 

5  States  to  provide  such  funds. 

6  Sec.  6.  That  section  14  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act, 
1  approved  November  9,  1921  (42  Stat.  212),  is  hereby 

8  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

9  “Sec.  14.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  State  to  maintain 

10  any  highway  within  its  boundaries  after  construction  under 

11  the  provisions  of  this  Act.  If  at  any  time  the  Commissioner 

12  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  shall  find  that  any  such 
12  highway  in  any  State  is  not  being  properly  maintained  he 
1^  shall  call  such  fact  to  the  attention  of  the  highway  depart- 
15  ment  of  such  State  and  if  within  ninety  days  after  receipt 
10  of  such  notice  said  highway  has  not  been  put  in  a  proper 
1^  condition  of  maintenance,  then  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
1®  Roads  shall  withhold  approval  of  further  projects  in  such 
10  State  until  such  highway  has  been  restored  to  a  proper 

20  condition  of  maintenance:  Provided,  That  in  any  State 

21  wherein  the  highway  department  is  without  legal  authority 

22  to  maintain  a  highway  so  constructed  as  a  secondary  or  an 

oo 

urban  road  project  the  highway  department  of  such  State 
21  shall  enter  into  a  formal  agreement  ivith  the  appropriate 

nr 

officials  of  the  county  or  city  in  which  such  highway  is 


1  located  for  its  maintenance,  and  if  at  any  time  the  Com- 

2  missioner  of  Public  Roads  shall  find,  that  such  highway  is 

3  not  being  properly  maintained  he  shall  call  such  fact  to 

4  the  attention  of  the  highway  department  of  such  State  and 

5  if  within  ninety  days  after  receipt  of  such  notice  said  high - 

6  way  has  not  been  put  in  proper  condition  of  maintenance 

7  then  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  shall  withhold 

8  approval  of  further  secondary  or  urban  road  projects  in 

9  such  county  or  city  until  said  highway  shall  have  been  placed 

10  in  a  proper  condition  of  maintenance 

11  Sec.  7.  That  subsection  (a)  of  section  5  of  the  Federal- 

12  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944 

12  (58  Stat.  838),  is  hereby  amended  by  increasing  the  Fed- 

11  era l  share  payable  on  account  of  the  costs  of  rights-of-way 
15  from  “ one-third ”  to  not  to  exceed,  “one-half  ’  of  such  costs. 
10  Sec.  8.  Section  3a  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of 

November  9,  1921,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  February 

18  20,  1931  (46  Stat.  1173),  is  hereby  amended,  to  read, 

19  as  follows : 

29  “Sec.  3a.  That  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized 

21  to  cooperate  with  the  State  highway  departments  and  with 

22  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  the  construction  of  public 
29  highways  within  Indian  reservations  and  national  parks  and 
21  monuments  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  D epartment  of  the 
2°  Interior,  and  to  pay  the  amount  assumed  therefor  from  the 
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funds  allotted  or  apportioned  under  this  Act  to  the  State 
wherein  the  reservations  and  national  parks  and  monuments 
are  located 

Sec.  9.  Not  to  exceed  $10,000,000  of  any  money  here¬ 
tofore  or  hereafter  appropriated  for  expenditure  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  shall  be  available  for  expendi¬ 
ture  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Hoads,  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  as  amended 
and  supplemented,  as  an  emergency  relief  fund,  after  receipt 
of  an  application  therefor  from  the  highway  department  of 
any  State,  in  the  repair  or  reconstruction  of  highways  and 
bridges  on  the  primary  or  secondary  Federal-aid  highway 
systems,  which  he  shall  find  have  suffered  serious  damage 
as  the  result  of  disaster  over  a  wide  area,  such  as  by 
floods,  hurricanes,  tidal  waves,  earthquakes,  severe  storms, 
landslides,  or  other  catastrophes  in  any  part  of  the 
United  States,  and,  there  is  hereby  authorized,  to  be 
appropriated  any  sum  or  sums  necessary  to  reimburse  the 
funds  so  expended  from  time  to  time  under  the  authority 
of  this  section:  Provided,  That  no  expenditures  shall  be  made 
with  respect,  to  any  such  catastrophe  in  any  State  unless  an 
emergency  has  been  declared  by  the  Governor  of  such  State 
and  concurred  in  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce:  Provided 
further,  That  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any 
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repair  or  reconstruction  project  provided  for  by  funds  made 
available  under  this  section  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum 
of  the  cost  thereof. 

Sec.  10.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
of  section  3  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  212), 
as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June  24,  1930  (46  Stat.  805), 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  survey, 
construction,  reconstruction,  and  maintenance  of  main  roads 
through  unappropriated  or  unreserved  public  lands,  nontax- 
able  Indian  lands,  or  other  Federal  reservations  the  sum  of 
$ 5,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1951,  and 
a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  to 
remain  available  until  expended:  Provided,  That  such  funds 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in  the  lands  hereinbefore 
described  on  the  basis  of  need  in  such  States,  respectively,  as 
determined  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Hoads  upon  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  highivay  departments  of  the  respective  States 
and  without  regard  to  any  law  for  the  apportionment  of  such 
funds  among  said  States. 

Sec.  11.  (a)  Section  1  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act 
to  provide  for  cooperation  with  Central  American  Republics 
in  the  construction  of  the  Inter- American  Highway'’ ,  ap¬ 
proved  December  26,  1941  (55  Stat.  860),  is  hereby 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated, 
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in  addition  to  the  sums  heretofore  authorized,  the  sum  of 
$8,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1951,  and 
a  like  sum  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter  up  to  and  in¬ 
cluding  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  to  he  avail¬ 
able  until  expended,  to  enable  the  United  States  to  cooperate 
with  the  Governments  of  the  American  Republics  situated 
in  Central  America — that  is,  with  the  Governments  of  the 
Republics  of  Costa  Rica,  El  Salvador,  Guatemala,  Hon¬ 
duras,  Nicaragua,  and  Panama — in  the  survey  and  C07i- 
struction  of  the  hiter-American  Highway  within  the  borders 
of  the  aforesaid  Republics,  respectively.  Not  to  exceed 
$3,000,000  of  the  appropriation  hereinabove  authorized  for 
each  fiscal  year  may  be  expended  without  requiring  the 
country  or  countries  in  which  such  sums  may  be  expended 
to  match  any  part  thereof,  if  the  Secretary  of  State  shall 
find  that  the  cost  of  constructing  said  highway  in  such 
country  or  countries  will  be  beyond  their  reasonable  capacity 
to  bear.  The  remainder  of  such  authorized  appropriations 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  only  when  matched  to 
the  extent  required  by  this  Act  by  the  country  in  which  such 
expenditure  may  be  made.  Expenditures  from  the  sums 
available  on  a  matching  basis  shall  not  be  made  for  the 
survey  and  construction  of  any  portion  of  said  highway 
within  the  borders  of  any  country  named  herein  unless  such 
country  shall  provide  and  make  available  for  expenditure 
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in  conjunction  therewith  a  sum  equal  to  at  least  one-tliird 
of  the  expenditures  that  may  he  incurred  by  that  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  United  States  on  such  portion  of  the  highway. 
All  expenditures  by  the  United  States  under  the  provisions 
of  this  Act  for  material,  equipment,  and  supplies  shall, 
whenever  practicable,  be  made  for  products  of  the  United 
States  or  of  the  country  in  which  such  survey  or  construction 
work  is  being  carried  on.  Construction  work  shall  be  per¬ 
formed  by  private  corporations,  firms,  or  individuals  under 
contracts  with  the  government  of  the  country  in  which  such 
construction  work  is  being  carried  on,  unless  another  method 
of  construction  is  recommended  by  such  government  and 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  in  order  that  the 
public  interest  will  be  served  or  because  the  construction  work 
is  of  a  kind  not  adapted  to  normal  contract  procedures. 
Construction  work  to  be  performed  under  contract  shall  be 
advertised  for  a  reasonable  period  by  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works,  or  other  similar  official,  of  the  government  concerned, 
in  each  of  the  participating  countries  and  contracts  shall  be 
awarded  pursuant  to  such  advertisements  with  the  approval 
of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce.  No  part  of  the  appropria¬ 
tions  herein  authorized  shall  be  available  for  obligation  or 
expenditure  for  work  on  said  highway  in  any  cooperating 
country  unless  the  government  of  said  country  shall  have 
assented  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act;  shall  have  furnished 
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satisfactory  assurances  that  it  has  cm  organization  adequately 
qualified  to  administer  the  functions  required  of  such  country 
under  the  provisions  hereof;  and  then  only  as  such  country 
may  submit  requests,  from  time  to  time,  for  the  construction 
of  any  portion  of  the  highway  to  standards  adequate  to 
meet  present  and  future  traffic  needs:  Provided,  That  no 
part  of  scud  appropriations  shall  be  available  for  obligation 
or  expenditure  in  any  such  country  until  the  government 
of  that  country  shall  have  entered  into  an  agreement  with 
the  United  States  which  shall  provide,  in  part,  that  said 
country — 

“(1)  will  provide,  without  participation  of  funds 
herein  authorized,  all  necessary  right-of-way  for  the 
construction  of  said  highway,  which  right-of-way  shall 
be  of  a  minimum  width  where  practicable  of  one  hundred 
meters  in  rural  areas  and  fifty  meters  in  municipalities 
and  shall  forever  be  held  inviolate  as  a  part  of  the 
highway  for  public  use ; 

“( 2)  will  not  impose  any  highway  toll,  or  permit 
any  such  toll  to  be  charged,  for  use  by  vehicles  or 
persons  of  any  portion  of  said  highway  constructed 
under  the  provisions  of  this  Act; 

“(3)  will  not  levy  or  assess,  directly  or  indirectly, 
any  fee,  tax,  or  other  charge  for  the  use  of  said  high¬ 
way  by  vehicles  or  persons  from  the  United  States  that 
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does  not  apply  equally  to  vehicles  or  persons  of  such 
country; 

“(4)  will  continue  to  grant  reciprocal  recognition 
of  vehicle  registration  and  drivers  licenses  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Convention  for  the 
Regulation  of  Inter- American  Automotive  Traffic,  which 
was  opened  for  signature  at  the  Pan  American  Union 
in  Washington  on  December  15,  1943,  and  to  which 
such  country  and  the  United  States  are  parties,  or  of 
any  other  treaty  or  international  convention  establishing 
similar  reciprocal  recognition ;  and 

“(5)  will  provide  for  the  maintenance  of  said  high¬ 
way  after  its  completion  in  condition  adequately  to  serve 
the  needs  of  present  and  future  traffic A 
Sec.  12.  Recognizing  the  mutual  benefits  that  will  accrue 
to  the  Republic  of  Nicaragua  and  to  the  United  States  from 
the  completion  of  the  road  from  San  Benito  to  Rama  in  said 
Republic  of  Nicaragua,  the  construction  of  which  road  was 
begun  and.  partially  completed  pursuant  to  an  agreement 
between  said  Republic  and  the  United  States,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $ 4,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1951,  and  a  like  sum  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  for  completing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  such  road.  No  expenditure  shall  be  made  here¬ 
under  for  the  construction  of  said  road  until  a  request 
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therefor  shall  have  been  received  by  the  Secretary  of  State 
from  the  Government  of  the  Republic  of  Nicaragua  nor 
until  an  agreement  shall  have  been  entered  into  by  said 
Republic  with  the  Secretary  of  State  which  shall  provide,  in 
part,  that  said  Republic — 

(1 )  will  provide,  without  participation  of  funds 
herein  authorized,  all  necessary  right-of-way  for  the 
construction  of  said  highway,  which  right-of-way  shall 
be  of  a  minimum  width  where  practicable  of  one  hun¬ 
dred  meters  in  rural  areas  and  fifty  meters  in  munici¬ 
palities  and  shall  forever  be  held  inviolate  as  a  part  of 
the  highway  for  public  use ; 

(2)  will  not  impose  any  highway  toll,  or  permit 
any  such  toll  to  be  charged,  for  the  use  of  said  highway 
by  vehicles  or  persons; 

(3)  will  not  levy  or  assess,  directly  or  indirectly, 
any  fee,  tax,  or  other  charge  for  the  use  of  said  road  by 
vehicles  or  persons  from  the  United  States  that  does  not 
apply  equally  to  vehicles  or  persons  of  such  Republic; 

(4)  will  continue  to  grant  reciprocal  recognition  of 
vehicle  registration  and  drivers'  licenses  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Convention  for  the  Regulation 
of  Inter-American  Automotive  Traffic,  which  was 
opened  for  signature  at  the  Pan  American  Union  in 
Washington  on  December  15,  1943,  and  to  which  such 
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Republic  and  the  United  States  are  parties,  or  of  any 
other  treaty  or  international  convention  establishing 
similar  reciprocal  recognition ;  and 

(5)  will  maintain  said  road  after  its  completion 
in  proper  condition  adequately  to  serve  the  needs  of 
present  and  future  traffic. 

(b)  The  funds  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  authoriza¬ 
tion  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in  accordance  with 
the  terms  of  this  Act  for  the  survey  and  construction  of  the 
said  road  from  San  Benito  to  Rama  in  the  Republic  of 
Nicaragua  without  being  matched  by  said  Republic,  and 
all  expenditures  made  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  for 
materials,  equipment,  and  supplies,  shall,  whenever  prac¬ 
ticable,  be  made  for  products  of  the  United  States  or  of 
the  Republic  of  Nicaragua. 

Sec.  13.  (a)  The  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads,  with 
the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  is  authorized  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  construction,  reconstruction,  or  improvement  of 
roads  in  order  to  provide  access  and  service  to  military,  naval, 
and  Air  Force  reservations,  facilities,  and  installations,  and 
to  other  defense  facilities  and  installations  of  the  United  States 
Government;  and  in  order  to  correct  critical  deficiencies  in 
existing  roads  in  adjacent  communities  on  which  there  is 
serious  congestion  due  primarily  to  traffic  generated  by 
military,  naval,  and  Air  Force  reservations,  facilities,  and 
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installations,  or  by  other  defense  facilities  and  installations 
of  the  United  States  Government,  when  such,  roads  are  certi¬ 
fied  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  as  essential  and  of  major 
importance  to  the  national  defense  by  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense,  or  by  the  Chairman  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission. 
The  cost  of  acquiring  new  or  additional  rights-of-way  neces¬ 
sary  for  projects  herein  authorized,  to  the  extent  determined 
by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Poads,  may  be  included  as 
part  of  the  cost  of  constructing  such  projects.  Not  to  exceed 
$25,000 ,000  of  any  money  heretofore  or  hereafter  appro¬ 
priated  for  expenditure  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  as  amended  and  supplemented, 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  by  the  Commissioner  of 
Public  Poads  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  such 
Act  in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  section  and  there 
is  hereby  authorized,  to  be  appropriated  any  sum  or  sums 
necessary  to  reimburse  the  funds  so  expended  from  time  to 
time  under  authority  of  this  section:  Provided,  That  funds 
made  available  under  this  section  may  be  used  to  pay  all 
or  any  part  of  the  cost  of  such  projects. 

(b)  In  the  event  of  a  national  emergency  declared  by 
the  Congress  or  by  the  President,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
notwithstanding  other  provisions  of  the  law,  may  utilize  any 
unexpended  balances  of  the  amounts  authorized  and  appor- 
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ironed  under  die  Federal  highway  legislation  for  all  of  the 
cost  of  road  projects  certified  as  essential  to  the  national 
defense,  by  any  agency  of  the  Government  designated  by  the 
President  to  make  such  certification,  and  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  any  sum  or  sums  necessary 
to  reimburse  the  funds  so  expended  under  the  authority  of 
this  subsection. 

Sec.  14.  Any  State  highway  department  which  submits 
plans  for  a  Federal -aid  highway  project  involving  the  by¬ 
passing  of  any  city,  town,  or  village  shall  certify  to  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  that  it  has  had  public  hear¬ 
ings  and,  considered  the  economic  effects  of  such  a  location. 

Sec.  15.  The  Comissioner  ,of  Public  Roads  is  author¬ 
ized  and,  directed  to  assist  in  carrying  out  the  action  program 
of  the  President's  Highway  Safety  Conference  and  to  cooper¬ 
ate  with  the  State  highway  departments  and  other  agencies 
in  this  program  to  advance  the  cause  of  safety  on  the  streets 
and  highways:  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed  $ 75,000  shall 
be  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

Sec.  16.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  delegate  to  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  any  authority  vested  in  him 
by  this  Act. 

Sec.  17.  If  any  section,  subsection,  or  other  provisions 
of  this  Act  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  cir- 
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1  cumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  this  Act  and  the 

2  application  of  such  section,  subsection,  or  other  provision  to 

3  other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

4  Sec.  18.  That  all  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way 

5  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  hereby 

6  repealed,  and  this  Act  shall  take  effect  on  its  passage. 

7  Sec.  19.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “ Federal- Aid 

8  Highway  Act  of  1950” . 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  May  19,  1950. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time,  of  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  has 
expired. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  present  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
(H.  R.  5990).  to  provide  for  the  construc¬ 
tion,  development,  administration,  and 
maintenance  of.  the  Baltimore -Washing¬ 
ton  Parkway  in\the  State  of  Maryland 
and  its  extensiok  into  the  District  of 
Columbia  as  a  part  of  the  park  system 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  and  its  en¬ 
virons  by  the  SecretaW  of  the  Interior, 
and  other  purposes,  ^was  considered, 
ordered  to  a  third  readings  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed. 

INTERSTATE  PACT  BETWEE&,  MISSOURI 
AND  ILLINOIS 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
joint  resolution  (S.  J.  Res.  174)  s^ant 
ing  the  consent  of  Congress  to  the  e%try, 
by  the  State  of  Missouri  and  by  the  Sra,te 
of  Illinois,  into  a  compact  or  agreemei 
between  the  State  of  Missouri  and  the* 
State  of  Illinois  creating  the  Bi-State 
Development  Agency  and  the  Bi-State 
Metropolitan  District,  which  had  been 
reported  from  the  Committee  on  the  Ju¬ 
diciary  with  an  amendment  on  page  8, 
line  2,  after  the  word  “thereof”,  to  in¬ 
sert: 

And  provided  further,  That  no  power  or 
powers  shall  be  exercised  by  the  Bi-State 
Agency  under  that  certain  portion  of  article 
III  of  such  compact  which  reads: 

“8.  To  exercise  such  additional  powers  as 
shall  be  conferred  on  it  by  the  legislature  of 
either  State  concurred  in  by  the  legislature 
of  the  other  or  by  act  of  Congress.” 
unless  and  until  such  power  or  powers  shall 
have  been  conferred  upon  the  Bi-State 
Agency  by  the  legislature  of  one  of  the  States 
to  the  compact  and  concurred  in  by  the  legis¬ 
lature  of  the  other  and  shall  have  been  ap¬ 
proved  by  an  act  of  Congress. 

So  as  to  make  the  joint  resolution  read: 

Resolved,  etc..  That  the  consent  of  Con¬ 
gress  is  hereby  given  to  the  entry,  by  the 
State  of  Missouri  and  by  the  State  of  Illi¬ 
nois,  into  the  compact  or  agreement  set 
forth  above,  and  to  said  compact  or  agree¬ 
ment  and  to  each  and  every  term  and  pro¬ 
vision  thereof:  Provided,  That  any  obliga¬ 
tions  issued  and  outstanding,  including  the 
income  derived  therefrom,  under  the  terms 
of  the  compact  or  agreement,  and  any 
amendments  thereto,  shall  be  subject  to  Us 
tax  laws  of  the  United  States:  And  provided 
further,  That  nothing  herein  contained.^hall 
be  construed  to  affect,  impair,  or  dufiinish 
any  right,  power,  or  jurisdiction  'of  the 
United  States  or  of  any  court,  department, 
board,  bureau,  officer,  or  official  of Jfiie  United 
States,  in,  over,  or  in  regard  to  ..the  territory 
which  is  embraced  in  the  district  created  by 
the  aforesaid  compact  or  ag/eement  or  any 
navigable  waters,  or  any  caftimerce  between 
the  States  or  with  foreign  countries,  or  any 
bridge,  railroad,  highway,  pier,  wharf,  or 
other  facility  or  improvement,  or  any  other 
person,  matter,  or  thing,  forming  the  subject 
matter  of  the  aforesaid  compact  or  agree¬ 
ment;  or  otherwise  affected  by  the  terms 
thereof:  And  provided  further,  That  no 
power  or  powers  shall  be  exercised  by  the 
Bi-State  Agency  under  that  certain  portion 
of  article  III  of  such  compact  which  reads: 

“8.  To  exercise  such  additional  powers  as 
shall  be  conferred  on  it  by  the  legislature  of 
either  State  concurred  in  by  the  legislature 
of  the  other  or  by  act  of  Congress.” 
unless  and  until  such  power  or  powers  shall 
have  been  conferred  upon  the  Bi-State 
-  Agency  by  the  legislature  of  one  of  the 


States  to  the  compact  and  concurred  in  by 
the  legislature  of  the  other  and  shall  have 
been  approved  by  an  act  of  Congress:  And 
provided  further.  That  the  right  to  alter, 
amend,  or  repeal  this  resolution  is  hereby 
expressly  reserved. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  joint  resolution  was  ordered  to 
be  engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed. 

The  preamble  was  agreed  to. 
ACQUISITION  OF  OLD  STONE  HOUSE  IN 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA— BILL  PASSED 

OVER 

The  bill  (H.  R.  7722)  to  provide  for 
the  acquisition  and  preservation,  as  a 
part  of  the  National  Capital  Parks  sys¬ 
tem,  of  the  Old  Stone  House  in  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia,  was  announced  as 
next  in  order. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  By  request,  I  ask 
that  the  bill  be  passed  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  won¬ 
der  if  there  is  anything  in  the  bill  which 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  has  asked  to 
ive  passed  over  which  the  Senator  wh< 
wishes  to  have  the  bill  passed  over  woi 
wisfNamended. 

Mr  sSCHOEPPEL.  The  Senator/who 
asked  me  to  request  that  the  bill  gt>  over 
is  not  noVon  the  floor  of  the  Sefiate. 

Mr.  WHj&SIRY.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  agree  to  have  the  bftf  placed  at 
the  foot  of  toe  calendar? 

Mr.  SCHOEPS?EL.  Yei 

Mr.  HOLLANfX  Mr.  President,  do  I 
correctly  understand  that  the  request  is 
that  the  bill  be  placed’  at  the  foot  of  the 
calendar? 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  r?fce  Senator  from 
Nebraska  has  njftde  tha\request,  and  I 
accede  to  it. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
very  much /the  bill  may  beXonsidered 
at  this  tin te.  It  comes  on  theScalendar 
by  unanimous  consent  of  th<^U?ublic 
WorksyGommittee.  The  bill  has^jo  do 
with  jfcfie  most  ancient  standing  structure 
in  tJJfe  entire  city  of  Washington,  a  strO£- 
tipfe  of  great  historic  value. 

I  shall  not  go  into  detail  about  the" 
matter  at  this  time,  but  I  wish  to  say 
that  I  sincerely  hope  that  the  Senator 
who  objects  to  consideration  of  the  bill, 
and  who  may  have  questions  to  ask  about 
it,  will  be  on  hand  so  that  we  can  dis¬ 
cuss  this  measure  and,  I  very  much  hope, 
pass  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  What  is 
the  request? 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  under  the 
objection  which  I  have  lodged,  let  me 
say  that  I  have  no  objection  at  this  time 
to  having  the  bill  passed  over  and  go  to 
the  foot  of  the  calendar  today. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  that  the  bill  be 
placed  at  the  foot  of  the  calendar? 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  I  do  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
was  objection  made? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  wonder 
whether  the  Senator  will  withhold  his 


objection  until  I  can  ask  what  building 
is  involved  in  this  connection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will  the 
Senator  withhold  his  objection?  / 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  withhold  th^)bjec- 
tion  temporarily.  J 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
a  building  known  as  the  Old  Stone  House, 
on  M  Street  and  Jefferson  jstreet,  in  old 
Georgetown,  less  than  a  .block  from  the 
Georgetown  Canal,  and  in  the  block 
joining  that  in  whiclyls  located  the  old 
Masonic  Lodge. 

This  house  is,  authentically,  the  old¬ 
est  building  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 
There  is  tremendous  interest  in  it,  and 
tremendous  support  of  the  effort  to  have 
it  become  a  museum  and  handled  as  an 
historic  monument. 

Mr.  HJGkeNLOOPER.  I  should  like 
to  ask  ^further  question:  How  much  is 
it  proposed  that  the  Government  pay 
for  JJie  building? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  bill  as  it  came 
from  the  House  contained  a  limitation 
of  $90,000.  The  Senate  committee  ac¬ 
tually  would  have  substituted  for  the 
House  bill  the  Senate  bill,  which  con¬ 
tains  no  such  limitation.  However,  the 
committee  requested  the  advice  of  the 
attorney  of  the  Department  of  Justice  on 
this  point,  and  received  from  him  assur¬ 
ance  that  under  the  type  of  condemna¬ 
tion  which  would  be  employed,  there 
would  be  no  declaration  of  price  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  taking,  but  the  matter 
of  the  value  would  be  passed  on  by  the 
condemnation  jury,  before  there  would 
be  any  actual  taking. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  further  reserving  the  right  to  ob¬ 
ject,  or  speaking  further,  under  the  tem¬ 
porary  withholding  of  the  objection  by 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota,  I  ask 
the  Senator  from  Florida  whether  the 
amount  proposed  in  the  House  bill  con¬ 
templated  the  cost  of  remodeling  or  put¬ 
ting  this  property  into  proper  condition. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  amount  placed 
in  the  House  bill  was  simply  an  over-all 
limitation  of  $90,000,  and  I  do  not  know 
upon  what  basis  the  House  arrived  at 
that  amount.  It  is  not  the  judgment  of 
the  Senator  from  Florida  that  that  would 
sufficient  to  acquire  the  property  and 
all^  to  do  the  necessary  remodeling. 

I  \qay  say,  however,  to  the  Senator, 
that  Cke  exterior  of  the  building  is  re¬ 
ported  \  be  as  originally  constructed, 
that  much  of  the  interior  is  still  in  its 
original  sntpe,  and  that  there  is  much 
documentation  from  authentic  historic 
sources  to  sn^w  that  it  is  an  original 
building,  built  ifune -Revolutionary  days 
and  associated  w^th  many  historic  in¬ 
cidents. 

The  PRESIDING  ^OFFICER.  Let  the 
Chair  observe  that  cbere  are  a  large 
number  of  bills  on  thk  calendar,  and 
that  many  Senators  awaking  at  least  a 
chance  to  have  them  considered.  The 
Chair  feels  that  we  should- follow  the 
rules  rigidly. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  present  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard,  and  the  bill  will  be  passed 
over. 


11222  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE  July  26 


CONTINUATION  OP  CONSTRUCTION  OP 

HIGHWAYS  UNDER  FEDERAL-AID  ROAD 

ACT— BILL  PASSED  OVER 

The  bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act, 
approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  to  author¬ 
ize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways,  and  for  other- 
purposes,  was  announced  as  next  in 
order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

Mr.  LODGE.  Over. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President, 
with  reference  to  Plouse  bill  7941,  as  in¬ 
dicated  on  the  calendar,  it  is  the  regular 
Federal-aid  highway-authorization  bill. 
I  did  not  of  course  expect  that  it  should 
be  passed  today  by  unanimous  consent, 
but  it  is  important,  if  we  are  to  have  a 
Federal-aid  highway  program  after  this 
year,  that  this  bill  be  enacted  during  the 
present  session  of  the  Congress. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  an  inquiry? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  I  understand  there 
was  objection  to  the  consideration  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  There  was  objec¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  But  I  should  like  to 
address  an  inquiry  to  the  Senator  so 
that  it  may  be  considered.  Doubtless  it 
has  already  been  considered  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator,  but  I  should  like  at  least  to  address 
an  inquiry  to  the  Senator  in  connection 
with  the  matter. 

I  refer  to  page  13  of  the  committee 
amendment  where,  on  the  subject  of  lo¬ 
cal  rural  roads,  or  county  roads,  it  is 
stated  that — 

The  projects  for  construction  shall  be  se¬ 
lected  by  the  State  highway  departments 
and  by  the  appropriate  local  officials  with 
respect  to  their  areas  in  cooperation  with 
each  other. 

The  query  I  present  to  the  Senator  is 
whether  the  committee  deems  it  advisable 
to  leave  this  to  joint  selection  between 
the  State  highway  departments  and  the 
appropriate  local  officials.  The  points 
which  occur  to  me  are,  first,  the  possible 
danger  that  in  the  event  of  the  local  offi¬ 
cials  having  a  determinative  power,  cer¬ 
tain  local  interests  might  enter  into  it, 
by  reason  of  which  it  might  not  be  ad¬ 
visable.  In  the  second  place,  the  bill 
contains  no  provision  for  the  contin¬ 
gency  of  the  conflict  of  opinion  as  be¬ 
tween  the  State  highway  department  and 
the  appropriate  local  officials. 

I  am  wondering  whether  the  Senator 
would  consider  whether  or  not  the  bill 
should  be  amended  by  a  proviso  that,  in 
the  event  of  conflict  of  opinion  between 
the  State  highway  department  and  the 
appropriate  local  officials,  the  opinion  of 
the  State  highway  department  shall  pre¬ 
vail.  That  is  the  question  I  should  like 
to  have  the  Senator  consider. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
merely  wish  to  make  a  brief  observation 
in  answer  to  the  question  of  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Missouri.  We  must  bear  in 
mind  that  in  this  bill  we  are  undertaking 
to  channel  money  further  into  the  sec¬ 
ondary  road  system.  There  has  been  a 


great  deal  of  complaint  that  the  money 
provided  does  not  spread  out  far  enough 
or  reach  into  what  we  call  the  country 
roads  and  the  rural  roads  and  enable 
actual  farm-to-market  roads  and  access 
roads  to  be  constructed.  Heretofore  the 
work  has  all  been  done  by  the  State 
highway  officials.  This  is  an  effort  to  re¬ 
quire  the  consultation  with  the  counties 
and  with  the  local  officials  in  order  to 
develop  the  plans  for  the  expenditure  of 
the  money  in  the  development  of  proj¬ 
ects.  Of  course,  as  I  have  said,  I  did  not 
expect  the  bill  to  be  passed  by  unanimous 
consent,  but  there  are  certain  problems 
involved  and  certain  provisions  in  the 
bill  which  merit  study.  I  can  appreci¬ 
ate  that  there  is  a  measure  of  departure 
with  respect  to  the  secondary  road  sys¬ 
tem,  from  past  legislation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Let  the 
Chair  observe  that  objection  has  been 
made  to  the  present  consideration  of  this 
bill.  It  is  not  before  the  Senate.  The 
bill  will  go  over.  The  clerk  will  state  the 
next  business  on  the  calendar.  If  any 
Senator  wishes  to  speak  on  the  bill,  he 
may  then  do  so.  Let  the  clerk  state  the 
next  bill. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  I  objected 
to  this  bill  being  considered  by  unani¬ 
mous  consent,  because  with  my  colleague 
and  certain  other  Senators,  I  intend  to 
offer  some  amendments  to  it  at  the 
proper  time,  because  of  the  feeling  which 
I  have  that  there  are  certain  features  of 
the  bill  which  militate  against  attempts 
to  solve  traffic  congestion  in  our  great 
metropolitan  centers. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Very 
well.  Objection  is  heard,  and  the  bill 
will  go  over. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  WPIERRY.  Did  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  withhold  his 
objection  temporarily  or  permanently? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  withdrew  his  objection. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  I  withdrew  my 
objection,  in  order  that  we  might  have 
an  explanation.  I  have  not  heardv  the 
explanation. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  should  Simply  like 
to  say  that  there  is  a  dangerous  flood 
condition  in  the  Las  Vegas  area,  result¬ 
ing  from  flash  floods  frc^n  cloudbursts. 
The  authorization  for,' the  survey  is 
merely  for  a  routine  pnfliminary  survey, 
with  no  appropriation  whatever  re¬ 
quested  by  the  Army  engineers.  It 
(would  be  reported  /Upon  later,  and,  if 
requested,  the  matter  would  then  come 
before  the  Public/Works  Committee. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  I  thank  the 
Senator. 

The  PRESIltfNG  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  ;the  present  consideration 
of  the  bill?  i 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  (H. 
R.  3898)  to  authorize  a  preliminary 
.examination  and  survey  for  flood-control 
and  allied  purposes  of  Las  Vegas  Wash 
and  its^tributaries.  Las  Vegas,  Nev.,  and 
vicinijiy,  was  considered,  ordered  to  a 
"third  reading,  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed. 

BILL  PASSED  OVER 

'The  bill  (S.  3873)  to  amend  the  Hatch 
Act,  was  announced  as  next  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
-objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 


Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
in  connection  with  this  bill,  I  merely  wish 
to  associate  myself  with  the  remarks  of 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts.  I  feel 
exactly  as  he  does  about  the  bill. 

JEANNETTE  PA8SAYANNT-COPODISTRTA 

The  bill  (H.  R.  4601)  for  the  relief  of 
Jeannette  Passayanni-Copodistria  was 
considered,  ordered  to  a  third  reading, 
read  the  third  time,  and  passed.  \ 

EXAMINATION  FOR  FLOOD  CONTROL  OF 
LAS  VEGAS  WASH,  NEV. 

The  bill  (H.  R.  3898)  to  authorize  a 
preliminary  examination  and  survey  for 
flood-control  and  allied  purposes  of  Las 
Vegas  Wash  and  its  tributaries.  Las 
'Vegas,  Nev.,  and  vicipity,  was  announced 
as  next  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  By  request,  I 
ask  that  the  bill  go  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  will  be  passed  over. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  does 
the  Senator  have  detailed  objections  to 
the  bill? 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  I  withdraw  the 
objection  to  the  bill,  for  the  purpose  of 
an  explanation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  withdrawn. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  present  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 


Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  By  request,  I 
ask  that  this  bill  go  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 

OFFICE  OF  CIVIL  DEFENSE,  DISTRICT  OF 
COLUMBIA 

The  bill  (H.  R.  8909)  to  authorize  the 
District  of  Columbia  government  to  es¬ 
tablish  an  Office  of  Civil  Defense,  and  for 
other  purposes,  was  announced  as  next  in 
order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the- bill? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  the 
junior  Senator  from  Nebraska  has  no  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  immediate  consideration 
of  this  bill. ,  I  think  a  bill  for  the  defense 
of  the  Disfoict  of  Columbia  is  manda¬ 
tory.  I  do  s^y,  however,  with  all  due 
respect  to  the,  distinguished  Senator 
from  Wyoming,  that  I  do  not  feel  that 
this  bill  has  had  proper  consideration, 
I  feel  that  it  has  be^n  rushed  in  order  to 
get  it  ready  for  the  civilian  defense  that 
is  needed. 

If  the  distinguished  Senator  will  per¬ 
mit,  I  have  at  least  three  .amendments 
i  should  like  to  offer.  Personally,  I  pre¬ 
fer,  if  the  Senator  will  agree,  to  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  go 
back  to  the  committee,  and  present  the 
amendments  there.  However,  if  thbBen- 
ator  feels  that  the  bill  can  be  passe\on 
the  floor,  I  have  no  objection  to  its  iba- 
mediate  consideration,  but  I  should  like, 
to  offer  certain  amendments. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  28  (legislative  day,  July  20),  1950 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Lodge  (for  himself,  Mr.  Green, 
Mr.  McMahon,  Mr.  Neely,  Mr.  Frear,  Mr.  Taft,  Mr. 
Ferguson,  Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Saltonstall, 
Mr.  Knowland,  Mr.  Bricker,  Mr.  Ives,  Mr.  Martin,  Mr. 
Williams,  Mr.  Hendrickson,  Mr.  Tobey,  Mr.  Flanders, 
Mr.  Douglas,  Mr.  Aiken,  and  Mr.  Lehman)  to  the  bill 
(H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid 
Road  Act,  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  continuing  the  construction  of  highways,  and  for  other 
purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  20,  beginning  with  the  word  “The”  in  line  4, 

2  strike  out  all  down  to  and  including  “funds.”  in  line  7,  and 

3  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “The  sum  herein  author- 

4  ized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  apportioned  among  the 

5  several  States  in  the  ratio  which  the  population  of  each  State 

6  bears  to  the  total  population  of  all  States  as  shown  by  the 
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1  latest  available  United  States  census,  but  no  State  shall 

2  receive  less  than  three-fourths  of  1  per  centum  of  the  sum 

3  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  each  year  under  this 

4  subsection/’ 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  3  (legislative  day,  July  20),  1950 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Saltonstall  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Lodge)  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and  supple¬ 
ment  the  Eederal-Aid  Road  Act,  approved  July  11,  1916 
(39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction  of  highways, 
and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  14,  beginning  with  line  23,  strike  out  through 

2  page  15,  line  18. 

3  Amend  section  designations  and  references  to  sections 

4  accordingly. 
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81st  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  2048 

H.  R.  7941 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  3  (legislative  day,  July  20),  1950 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Saltonstall  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Lodge)  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and  supple¬ 
ment  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act,  approved  July  11,  1916 
(39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction  of  highways, 
and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  21,  beginning  in  line  19  with  the  word  “ap- 

2  proved”,  strike  out  through  the  word  “Roads”  in  line  20 

3  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “which  meet  the 

4  standards  required  under  the  Federal  Highway  Act  at  the 

5  time  such  facility  is  constructed”. 
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H.  R.  7941 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  3  (legislative  day,  July  20),  1950 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Saltonstall  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Lodge)  to  the  bill  (H.  K.  7941)  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Eoad  Act,  approved  July  11, 
1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction  of 
highways,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

On  page  33,  strike  out  lines  8  through  12. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  3  (legislative  day,  July  20),  1950 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Saltonstall  (for  liimself  and 
Mr.  Lodge)  to  the  bill  (EL  R.  7941)  to  amend  and  supple¬ 
ment  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act,  approved  July  11,  1916 
(39  Stat.  355) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction  of  highways, 
and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  13,  beginning  in  line  12  with  the  word  “Said”, 

2  strike  out  through  page  14,  line  2. 
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AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Saltonstall  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Lodge)  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and  sup¬ 
plement  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act,  approved  July  11, 
1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction  of 
highways,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  20,  beginning  in  line  7  with  the  word  “In”, 

2  strike  out  through  line  14. 
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pith  the  Alaska  Railroad  Company  in  get- 
tmg  the  milijon-dollar  collection  made  avail¬ 
able  as  promptly  os  possible.  Moreover,  spe- 
cialWrangements  were  made  to  Insure  that 
all  corVections  deposited  by  the  Alaska  Rail¬ 
road  Company  for  the  balance  of  the  month 
would  beLiandled  as  promptly  as  possible 
under  the\xistlng  procedure. 

There  is  n^hlng  wrong  here  with  the  au¬ 
thority  to  spend  this  money  or  with  the  effi¬ 
ciency  of  the  Alaska  Railroad  Company,  the 
depositary  system',  the  Treasury  Department, 
and  the  General  Accounting  Office.  The 
fault  lies  with  the  dschaic  and  cumbersome 
procedure  which  musi  be  followed  without 
any  option  even  though  the  result  may  be 
the  impairment  of  the  (government’s  busi¬ 
ness. 

These  are  just  samples  of  stmie  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  requirements  that  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  under 
this  bill,  are  given  the  authorityyto  change, 
when  and  if  they  determine  that  t^ese  pres¬ 
ent  cumbersome  procedures  can  be' simpli¬ 
fied,  and  in  some  cases  eliminated,  iHthout 
sacrificing  necessary  safeguards. 

S.  3850,  Section'  201 — Transfers  Between 
Appropriations 

Sc:tion  201  permits  transfers  between  ap¬ 
propriations  of  a  department,  with  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  .President,  up  to  a  limit  of  5 
percent  of  thl  amount  of  any  appropriation. 

At  the  present  time,  due  to  unforseen  cir¬ 
cumstances,  such  as  a  rise  in  prices  on  some 
commodity  it  needs,  an  agency  may  run  a 
little  short  in  one  appropriation.  It  must 
then  come  to  Congress  and  ask  for  a  supple¬ 
mental  appropriation.  It  may  be  that  a 
supplemental  appropriation  would  not  be 
necessary;  if  it  could  do  so,  the  agency 
might  be  able  to  save  enough  somewhere 
else  (in  another  appropriation)  to  meet  the 
higher  costs  it  faces  in  the  first  appropriju, 
tion.  If  this  flexibility  up  to  5  percent  is 
granted,  supplemental  appropriations  under 
these  circumstances  could  often  be  avoided. 
Agencies  could  properly  be  expected  to  ab¬ 
sorb  the  cost  of  small  over-runs  by  econo¬ 
mizing  elsewhere  and  transferring  the  money 
to  the  place  where  it  is  needed.  (Of  course, 
this  will  not  avoid  supplemental  due  to 
new  legislation  or  major  changes  in- the  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  program  such  as  the  situation  in 
Korea  has  brought  about  for  the  Department 
of  Defense.) 

In  order  to  avoid  abuses,  section  201  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  transfers  cannot  be  between 
departments,  they  must  not  increase  or  de¬ 
crease  an  appropriation  by  more  than  5  per¬ 
cent  in  any  1  year,  they  must  be  approv< 
by  the  President,  and  they  must  be  reporjgd 
currently  (not  a  year  later)  to  the  Congress. 
The  reasons  for  the  transfers  must  set 
forth  in  the  reports  to  Congress,  a£d  the 
transfers  must  be  summarized  annually  in 
the  budget. 

With  these  safeguards,  the  probability  that 
this  provision  will  substantially  decrease  the 
number  of  supplemental  and  deficiency  ap¬ 
propriations  seems  sufficient  justification  for 
its  enactment. 

S.  3850,  Title  III — Repeals 

Title  III  of  S.  3850  would  specifically  repeal 
106  provisions  of  law  which  are  either  obso¬ 
lete  or  unnecessary  under  present  budgetary 
practice. 

The  Budget  and  Accounting  Act  contained 
no  specific  repeals.  Thus,  many  provisions 
of  law  with  respect  to  the  submission  of 
estimates  which  were  in  force  when  that  act 
was  passed  in  1921  are  still  carried  in  the 
United  States  Code,  although  they  were  in 
fact. superseded  by  that  act.  With  respect  to 
these  provisions,  title  III  is  an  attempt  to 
bring  the  code  into  line  with  existing  law  as 
affected  by  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act. 

No.  157 - 3 


Eighty-nine  of  the  laws  to  be  repealed  are 
either  inconsistent  with  or  superseded  by  the 
Budget  and  Accounting  Act  or  other  exist¬ 
ing  law.  For  example,  the  act  of  August  26, 
1912,  requires  the  submission  of  detailed 
estimates  with  respect  to  the  cost  of  laun¬ 
dering  paper  money.  Subsection  301  (6)  of 
the  bill  would  eliminate  this  requirement, 
thus  leaving  the  estimates  for  such  expenses 
to  be  handled  under  the  general  provisions 
of  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act  in  the 
same  manner  as  estimates  of  proposed  appro¬ 
priations  for  other  expenses  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

Similarly,  many  statutes  are  still  carried 
in  the  code  requiring  specific  Information 
with  respect  to  the  precise  salaries  paid  to 
various  classes  of  employees.  The  act  of 
June  28,  1902,  requiring  notes  as  to  the  rate 
of  compensation  paid  to  each  employee  of 
the  Lighthouse  Establishment  to  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  budget,  is  an  example  of  such 
a  provision.  Subsection  301  (55)  would  re¬ 
peal  this  requirement,  which  is  obviously 
unnecessary  since  salaries  of  all  employees 
are  fixed  by  general  laws,  such  as  the  Classi¬ 
fication  Act  of  1949  and  other  similar  stat¬ 
utes  covering  various  groups  of  employees. 

The  United  States  Code  still  carries  vari¬ 
ous  provisions  of  law  requiring  detailed  esti¬ 
mates  for  certain  objects  of  expenditure^ 
For  example,  the  act  of  July  1,  1882,  requira 
the  Secretary  of  State  to  submit  annpal 
estimates  for  the  expenses  of  the  diplontfatio 
and  consular  service,  ‘‘including  all'  com- 
merical  agents  and  other  officers,  .whether 
paid  by’’  fees  or  otherwise,  specifying  the 
compensation  to  be  allowed  or  deemed  to  be 
advisable  in  each  individual  care.”  A  1905 
statute  requites  the  Secretary  of  State,  in 
submitting  estimates  for  thjr  consular  serv¬ 
ice,  to  segregate  -and  subraft  separately  the 
estimates  for  renWof  cgjfsular  offices.  See 
subsections  (37)  and  -f38)  of  section  301. 
Such  detailed  estimates  obviously  cannot  be 
included  in  a  budget  covering  expenses  of  a 
government  of  tha/size  of  our  Government 
at  the  present  time.  The  general  require¬ 
ments  of  the  widget  and  Accounting  Act 
govern  the  supmission  of  all  estimates  and 
the  repeal  srf  these  provisions  will  clarify 
the  law  on#uch  points. 

Thirteen  of  the  repeal  statutes  contain 
specific  ifirections  with  respect  to  the  use  of 
appropriations  which  are  mentioned  by  titles 
in  the  statutes  themselves.  For  example, 
thqtact  of  March  2,  1907,  provides  that  the 
aropriations  “Ordnance-stores  ammuni- 
lon,”  “Small-arms  target  practice,’’  and 
“Ordnance  stores  and  supplies”  shall  -be 
available  for  2  years  to  procure  the  stores 
authorized  under  those  appropriations.  See 
subsection  (71)  of  section  301.  This  act  is 
completely  meaningless  at  the  present  time 
because  the  appropriation  act  no  longer 
carries  appropirations  under  the  quoted 
titles.  Furthermore,  if  specific  provisions 
are  necessary  with  respect  to  particular  ap¬ 
propriations,  they  should  be  made  in  the 
appropriation  acts  each  year  rather  than  in 
permanent  law. 

Several  of  the  provisions  which  would  be 
repealed  require  reports  to  Congress  which 
are  of  no  value  at  the  present  time.  An  act 
of  March  3,  1875,  requires  that  extracts  from 
the  annual  reports  of  departments  and  bu¬ 
reaus  with  respect  to  appropriations  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  budget.  Nothing  of  any  value 
is  obtained  under  this  provision  since  the 
Budget  and  Accounting  Act  provides  for  in¬ 
clusion  in  the  budget  of  all  information 
which  is  necessary  in  consideration  of  the 
estimates.  This  provision  would  be  repealed 
by  subsection  301  (86). 

As  I  have  already  indicated,  many  of  these 
statutes  which  are  being  specifically  repealed 
in  title  III  of  this  bill  have  already  been 
repealed  by  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act 
or  other  general  laws.  The  specific  repeal  of 


these  items  will  serve  to  remove  them  Irony 
the  United  States  Code  and  eliminate  tja 
confusion  which  has  obtained  in  the  ptist 
because  these  provisions  contain  specific  re¬ 
quirements  which  are  inconsistent  vMh  the 
general  requirements  of  the  Budget  and 
Accounting  Act. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  understand  an 
amendment  or  two  will  beouered  by  the 
senior  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  y 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  House  bin  will  be  taken  up 
for  consideration  yfstead  of  the  Senate 
bill. 

Mr.  McCLELCAN.  I  should  like  to 
ask  that  the  Senate  bill  be  amended,  be¬ 
cause  I  shaUinater  ask  to  substitute  the 
language  ofthe  Senate  bill,  as  it  will  be 
amendecUTor  the  House  bill,  so  that  the 
amendi^ents  may  go  to  conference. 

Th^f  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Senate  bill 
385(bfs  now  under  consideration. 

fr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  desire  to 
fer  an  amendment  on  page  2,  line  3, 
ifter  the  word  “appropriations”  to  strike 
out  the  period  and  insert  a  comma  and 
the  words  ‘‘or  any  other  authority  mak¬ 
ing  funds  available  for  obligation  or  ex¬ 
penditure.” 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Will  the 
Senator  send  the  amendment  to  the 
desk? 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  offer  the  amendment, 
Mr.  President,  because  the  language  at 
the  top  of  page  2  is  not  all-inclusive  as 
to  defining  the  term  “appropriation." 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  2, 
line  3,  it  is  proposed  to  change  the  period 
to  a  comma  and  insert  ‘‘or  any  other 
authority  making  funds  available  for 
obligation  or  expenditure.” 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Virginia. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  has  conferred 
with  me  about  the  amendment,  and  I 
may  say  that  I  think  the  amendment  is 
very  desirable.  It  is  actually  a  strength¬ 
ening  amendment,  and  makes  certain 
that  the  language  in  this  provision  of 
the  bill  is  all-inclusive.  That  is  what 
we  intended,  and  I  think  the  amendment 
strengthens  the  language  of  the  bill.  I 
am  very  glad  to  accept  the  amendment, 
so  far  as  the  committee  is  concerned. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd], 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  offer  another  amend¬ 
ment  on  page  2,  to...  strike  out  lines  15 
and  16,  the  language  of  which  is  “a  seg¬ 
regation  of  operating,.,  and  of  capital 
and  investment  programs.” 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  2, 
line  15,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  “(b) 
a  segregation  of  operating,  and  of  capi¬ 
tal  and  investment  programs.” 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
would  suggest  to  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  that  the  action  proposed  has 
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teen  taken  in  connection  with  the 
House  bill. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  amendment 
has  been  adopted  in  connection  with 
the  House  bill. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Yes;  the 
same  action  has  been  taken  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  House  bill. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  There  are  amend¬ 
ments  in  the  House  bill,  however,  that 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  does  not 
want  to  agree  to!  Therefore,  I  feel  the 
bill  will  have  to  go' to  conference. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd!.  \ 

The  amendment  was  a^seed  to. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  that  the  paragraph  be  re^ttered  as 
made  necessary  by  the  striking^  out  of 
paragraph' (b).  \ 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without 
objection,  the  section  numbers  wilK  be 
changed.  \ 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
now  ask  that  the  Senate  proceed  to 
consider  House  bill  9038,  Calendar  No. 
2174,  and  that  all  after  the  enacting 
clause  be  stricken,  and  that  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  Senate  bill,  as  amended, 
be  substituted  for  the  language  of  the 
House  bill. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  House  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  (H.  R. 
9038)  to  authorize  the  President  to  de¬ 
termine  the  form  of  the  national  budg¬ 
et  and  of  departmental  estimates,  to 
modernize  and  simplify  governmental 
accounting  and  auditing  methods  and 
procedures,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  now  offer  an 
amendment  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  in  the  House  bill,  and 
to  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  language 
of  the  Senate  bill,  as  amended. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Arkansas. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  (H.  R.  9038)  was  read,  the 
third  time  and  passed. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without 
objection,  Senate  bill  3850  is  i: 
ly  postponed. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  ^President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  insist  on  its 
amendments,  ask  a  conference  with  the 
House  thereon,  and  tTnjtt  the  Chair  ap¬ 
point  conferees  on  the"  part  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  / 

The  motion  was  agreed  to,  and  the 
Vice  President  appointed  Mr.  McClel¬ 
lan,  Mr.  Hoey,  Mr.  O’Conor,  Mr.  Mc¬ 
Carthy,  and  Mr.  Mundt  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 

RESOLUTlbN  AND  BILL  PASSED  OVER 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  291)  to  in¬ 
vestigate  the  causes  of  gasoline  price  in¬ 
creases  during  the  past  5  years  and 
whether  supplemental  antitrust  legis¬ 
lation  is  needed,  was  announced  as  next 
in  order. 


Mr.  THOMAS  of  Oklahoma.  Over. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  resolu¬ 
tion  will  be  passed  over. 

The  bill  (H.  R.  7722)  to  provide  for 
the  acquisition  and  preservation  as  a 
part  of  the  National  Capital  Parks  sys¬ 
tem,  of  the  Old  Stone  House  in  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia,  was  announced  as 
next  in  order. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  that  bill  go  to  the  foot  of  the  cal¬ 
endar,  to  be  considered  later. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  bill  will  go  to  the  foot  of 
.  .the  T<gv~irr 

AMENDMENT  OF  FEDERAL-AID  ROAD 

ACT— CONSTRUCTION  OF  HIGHWAYS 

The  bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal  Aid  Road  Act, 
approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355), 
:  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  au- 
t  thorize  appropriations  for  continuing 
I  the  construction  of  highways,  and  for 
other  purposes,  was  announced  as  next 
in  order. 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  ask  that  the  bill  be 
passed  over. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  will 
be  passed  over. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN  subsequently  said: 
Mr.  President,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Arkansas  will  state  it. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  should  like  to  in¬ 
quire  in  regard  to  the  action  taken  on 
Calendar  No.  2048,  House  bill  7941. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Lodge]  ob¬ 
jected,  and  the  bill  went  over. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  should  like  to  in¬ 
quire  of  the  able  majority  leader  whether 
the  policy  committee  has  yet  taken  any 
action  with  reference  to  insuring  that 
House  bill  7941  will  be  brought  up  at  this 
session. 

Mr.  LUCA.S.  In  reply  to  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas,  let  me  say  that  it  will  be 
considered  by  the  Senate  before  we  ad¬ 
journ  or  take  a  recess. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  speak  a  little  louder,  jplease  I 
could  not  hear  what  he  said. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  In  reply  to  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas,  I  said  that  this  bill  will 
be  considered  by  the  Senate  before  we 
take  a  recess  or  an  adjournment. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator. 


The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  New  Jersey  objects  and  the  bill  will 
be  passed  over. 

FORMER  SHAREHOLDERS  OF  GOSHEN 
VENEER  CO. 


MBMaMS 


•RT'-n  /-vza 


TJATV-T-T  mV 


The  bill  (S.  3873)  to  amend  the  Hatch 
Act  was  announced  as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  I  ask  that  the 
bill  go  over. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  will 
be  passed  over. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  withhold  his  objection? 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  The  President  vetoed 
the  original  bill.  Does  the  Senator  know 
that  the  present  bill  has  been  brought  in 
line  with  the  objections  the  President 
made,  so  that  the  bill  simply  permits 
Federal  employees  to  take  part  in  city 
and  town  and  local  elections? 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Yes,  I  under¬ 
stand  that,  but  that  does  not  remove  the 
grounds  for  my  objection. 


The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (S.  410)  for  the  relief  of  the  former 
shareholders  of  the  Goshen  Veneer  Co., 
an  Indiana  corporation, uwhich  had  been 
reported  from  the  Corrunittee  on  the  Ju¬ 
diciary  with  amendments  on  page  1,  line 
5,  after  the  word  /of”,  to  strike  out 
$87,300.37”  and  hrfsert  “$87,283.93”;  in 
line  6,  after  the/ord  “of”,  to  strike  out 
“$15,405.65”  and  insert  “$15,403.05”;  in 
line  7,  after  the  word  “to”,  to  insert  “the 
estate  of”;  izi  line  8,  after  the  word  “of”, 
to  strike  /ut  “$143,788.85”  and  insert 
*‘$143,73/78”;  in  line  9,  after  the  word 
j‘of”,  tat  strike  out  “$56,488.48”  and  in¬ 
sert  ;^56, 477.84”;  in  line  10,  after  the 
“of”,  to  strike  out  “$56,488.48”  and 
insert  “$56,477.84”;  in  line  11,  after  the 
fords  “sum  of”,  to  strike  out  “$154,- 
€59.48”  and  insert  “$154,030.48”;  on  page 
2,  line  1,  after  the  word  “shareholders”, 
to  strike  out  the  comma  and  “on  May  6, 
1942,”  and  insert  “and  debenture  note 
■holders”;  and  in  line  6,  after  the  word 
^‘States”,  to  strike  out  “during  the  pe¬ 
riod  May  6,  1942,  to  April  1944”;  so  as 
to  make  the  bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted ,  etc.,  That  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
pay,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not 
■otherwise  appropriated,  to  Charles  EJ.  Gor¬ 
ham  the  sum  of  $87,283.93;  to  Nellie  A.  Gor¬ 
ham  the  sum  of  $15,403.05;  to  the  estate  of 
Jjthel  B.  Bow  the  sum  of  $143,761.78;  to 
Elizabeth  Dow  Snoke  the  sum  of  $56,477.84; 
to  Barbara  H.  Dow  the  sum  of  $56,477.84;  and 
to  Dow  M.  Gorham  the  sum  of  $154,030.48,  in 
full  settlement  of  their  claims  against  the 
United  States,  as  sole  shareholders,  and  de¬ 
benture  note  holders  of  the  Goshen  Veneer 
Co.,  an  Indiana  corporation  having  its  prin¬ 
cipal  place  of  business  at  Goshen,  Ind., 
through  (a)  their  surrender  of  de  facto  con¬ 
trol  of  such  corporation  to  repreesntatives 
of  the  United  States  in  reliance  in  good  faith 
■upon  unfulfilled  representations  made  by 
.representatives  of  the  Air  Forces  of  the 
United  States  Army;  (b)  the  furnishing  of 
materials,  and  the  fabrication  and  manu¬ 
facture  of  plywood  and  other  wood  parts,  by 
'such  corporation  during  such  period  for  the 
United  States  and  for  other  Government 
contractors  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of 
[fighting,  training,  and  transport  airplanes 
,for  Use  by  the  Army  Air  Forces  in  the  prose- 
'  cutiomof  the  war;  and  (c)  the  eventual  loss 
;by  sucmshareholders  of  their  several  equities 
~ Ih  such  Corporation  by  reason  of  losses  sus¬ 
tained  in  the  course  of  its  operation 

during  such\period:  Provided,  That  no  part 
of  the  amouh£  appropriated  in  this  act  in 
excess  of  10  percent  thereof  shall  be  paid  or 
delivered  to  or  received  by  any  agent  or  attor¬ 
ney  on  account  oxH,services  rendered  in  con¬ 
nection  with  this  c$%im,  and  the  same  shall 
itract  to  the  contrary 
An^sperson  violating  the 
provisions  of  this  act  shkll  be  deemed  guilty 
of  a  misdemeanor  and  .upon  conviction 
thereof  shall  be  fined  in  anyvgum  not  exceed¬ 
ing  $1,000. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  three!  time, 
and  passed. 

The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read: 
“A  bill  for  the  relief  of  the  former  share¬ 
holders  and  debenture-note  holders  of 


be  unlawful,  any 
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Trhe  Senate  met  at  12  o’clock  meridian, 
on  expiration  of  the  recess. 

The'  Chaplain,  Rev.  Frederick  Brown 
Harris,  D.,  offered  the  following 
prayer : 

Almighty  fifed  and  Father  of  all  man¬ 
kind,  whose  paltis  are  mercy  and  truth, 
before  the  white  Splendor  of  whose  pu¬ 
rity  every  vileness  rm^t  shrink  away,  lift 
us  above  the  immediacfe^and  set  our  lives 
in  the  wide  horizons  of  abiding  verities, 
with  high  resolves  and  selntes  endeavors 
that  take  counsel  not  of  our  rSars,  but  of 
our  hopes,  may  we  match  thesetoic  days 
with  daring  faith  that  will  yet  wear  a 
highway  across  all  the  nations  foNthe 
feet  of  our  God.  N. 

Forbid  that  comfort  and  temporary' 
safety  should  cushion  us  against  a  com¬ 
plete  sharing  in  spirit  and  sacrifice  of 
the  glim  test  which  is  being  demanded 
of  those  who  fight  against  aggression 
in  a  far  land.  Make  us,  indeed,  one  with 
the  valiant  who  in  mud  and  fatigue,  yea, 
in  wounds  and  death  this  very  day  are 
standing  between  our  loved  homes  and 
the  war’s  desolation.  Make  us  all  worthy 
to  wear  the  white  plume  of  a  great  cause. 

As  a  united  nation  and  with  united 
nations  may  we  march  forward  with  the 
triumphant  faith  that  this  is  our  Father’s 
world,  and  though  the  wrong  seems  oft 
so  strong,  God  is  the  ruler  yet.  We  ask 
it  in  the  Name  that  is  above  every  name. 
Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

On  request  of  Mr.  Maybank,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  the  reading  of  the 
Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  Wednes¬ 
day,  August  16, 1950,  was  dispensed  with. 
MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT — AP¬ 
PROVAL  OF  BILLS 

Messages  in  writing  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  State?,  were  communi¬ 
cated  to  the  Senate  by  Mr.  Miller,  one  of 
his  secretaries,  and.  he  announced  that 
on  August  16,  1950",  the  President  had 
approved  and  signed  the  following  acts: 

S.  2128.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  can¬ 
cellation  of  certain  licenses  granted  to  the 
Government  by  private  holders  of  patents 
and  rights  thereunder; 

S.  3584.  An  act  to  amend  the  act  of  June 
9,  1906  (  34  Stat.  227),  entitled  “An  act  grant¬ 
ing  land  to  the  city  of  Albuquerque  for  public 
purposes”; 


( Legislative  day  of  Thursday,  July  20,  1950 ) 

S.  3644.  An  act  to  amend  the  War  Claims 
Act  of  1948,  as  amended;  and 

S.  3875.  An  act  to  amend  section  9  of  the 
Central  Intelligence  Agency  Act  of  1949. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Maurer,  one  qf  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
House  had  passed,  without  amendment, 
the  bill  (S.  3099)  to  repeal  the  prohibi¬ 
tion  against  the  filling  of  the  vacancy  in 
the  office  of  district  judge  for  the  west¬ 
ern  district  of  Pennsylvania. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the  ' 
House  had  passed  the  following  bills, 
in  which  it  requested  the  concurrence 
of  the  Senate: 

H.  R.  8195.  An  act  to  rescind  the  order  of 
re  Postmaster  General  curtailing  certain 
ph^tal  services;  and 

l.  8594.  -An  act  to  provide  for  the  ac¬ 
quisition,  construction,  expansion,  rehabili¬ 
tation,  'iJQn  version,  and  joint  utilization  of 
facilities  necessary  for  the  administration 
and  training<,pf  units  of  the-Tteserve  com¬ 
ponents  of  th^Armed  Forces  of  the  United 
States,  and  for  o'tfcer  purposes. 


ENROLLED* 


IS  SIGNED 


The  message  further  announced  that 
the  Speaker  had  affixecHhis  signature  to 
the  following  enrolled  fHUs,  and  they 
were  signed  by  the  President  pro  tem¬ 
pore:  .r  \ 

S.  305.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Julio  Laf- 
fittep** 

S'.  459.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Corhelis 
Ruhtenberg,  also  known  as  Cornells  RuH- 
tenberg  Helmsing; 

S.  819.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Herman  L. 
Weiner; 

S.  918.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Clara  Sogor; 

S.  1222.  An  act  to  authorize  the  sale  of 
inherited  interests  in  certain  allotted  land 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Pine  Ridge  In¬ 
dian  Agency,  S.  Dak.; 

S.  1420.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Antonio 
Garcia  Jiminez; 

S.  1426.  An  act  to  authorize  the  sale  of 
lands  allotted  to  James  Brown  on  the  Crow 
Reservation,  Mont.; 

S.  1506.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Andre  Lan; 

S.  1568.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Anna  Raj- 
mann; 

S.  1800.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  J.  Don 
Alexander; 

S.  1866.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs.  Clayre 
Louise  Forsyth; 

S.  2173.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Giuseppe 
Mosc-hetti  and  his  wife,  Dina  Bartoli  Mos- 
chetti; 


S.  2204.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Rudolph 
Farcher;  / 

S.  2257.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Hyman 
Winterman; 

S.  2401.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Elizabeth 
Martha  Haug; 

S.  2614.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  O.  O. 

Haugen; 

S.  2617.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Ermalinda 
Mary  Pizzuto; 

S.  2780.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Jaime  Riel; 

S.  2897.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Hyman  D. 
Langer  and  Alta  Jourard  Langer; 

S.  2954.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Agnes  Biro 
and  Annp  Biro; 

S.  3006.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Olga 
Haddad; 

S.'boi7.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Sgt.  James 
C.  Hollon  and  Bessie  L.  Hollon; 

S.  3059.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  John  J. 
Sebenick; 

S.  3097.  An  act  conferring  jurisdiction  on 
the  United  States  District  Court  for  the 
Southern  District  of  Mississippi  to  hear,  de¬ 
termine,  and  render  judgment  upon  the 
claim  of  O.  S.  Rees; 

S.  3129.  An  act  to  authorize  the  sale  of 
inherited  interests  in  certain  allotted  land 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Rosebud  Indian 
Agency,  S.  Dak.; 

S.  3238.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Dr.  Fred¬ 
erick  Daniel  McDade; 

S.  3289.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Hisako 
Okamoto; 

S.  3325.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Isolde 
Bezner; 

S.  3446.  An  act  to  authorize  the  restoration 
of  Edwin  M.  Rosenberg,  lieutenant  com¬ 
mander,  retired,  to  the  active  list  of  the 
United  States  Navy; 

S.  3610.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  R.  W.  Har¬ 
ris,  authorized  certifying  officer,  Bureau  of 
Federal  Supply,  Treasury  Department; 

S.  361 L.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Dorrance 
Tftvin,  former  certifying  officer,  and  for  the 
relmf  of  Guy  F.  Allen,  former  chief  disbursing 
office^.. 

S.  361^.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  certain 
Chinese  stewards  of  the  United  States  Navy; 

S.  3614.  Anuact  for  the  relief  of  John  B. 
Underwood,  Jhv  TMC,  United  States  Navy; 

S.  3709.  An  acP<or  the  relief  of  certain  dis¬ 
bursing  officers  former  disbursing  offi¬ 
cers  of  the  naval  service,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  \ 

H.  R.  7155.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  cooperate  with  the 
States  to  enable  them  to  provide  technical 
services  to  private  forest  landowners,  and  for 
other  purposes;  and 

H.  R.  7209.  An  act  authorizing  andL direct¬ 
ing  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  undertake 
continuing  studies  of  Atlantic  coast  fish  Spe¬ 
cies  for  the  purpose  of  developing  and  pro¬ 
tecting  fish  resources. 


\ 
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COMMITTEE  MEETING  DURING  SENATE 
SESSION 

On  request  of  Mr.  Maybank,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  the  Committee /on 


Foreign  Relations  was  authorized  to  meet 


during  the  session  of  the  Senate  today. 
CALL  OP  THE  ROLL 

Mi*.  MAYBANK.  I  suggest  ttfe  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempor^.  The 
Secretary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 
Senators  answered  to  their  nanfes : 


Hayden 
Hendrickson 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Hoey 
Holland 
Humphrey 
Hunt 
Ives 
Jenner 
Johnson,  Colq 
Johnston,  S. 
Kem 
Kerr 
Kilgore 
Langer 
Leahy 
Lehman 
Lodge 
McCarrg 
McCle 
McFarftnd 
McKep&r 
Magnjhsbn 
Malo 
Mar# 
Mamjank 


Mil/lkln 
Mq 

Mpndt 
array 
lyers 
ffeely 

5 ’Mahoney 
Pepper 
'  Robertson 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Schoeppel 
Smith,  Maine 
Smith,  N.  J. 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Thomas,  Okla. 
Thomas,  Utah 
Thye 
Tydings 
Watkins 
Wherry 
Wiley 
Williams 
Withers 
Young 


Mr.  MYERS, 
Senators  from 
and  Mr.  Me! 
Maryland  L 


I  announce  that  the 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Benton  ; 
ion],  the  Senator  from 
O’Conor],  the  Senator; 


from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long],  and  the  Sen- 1 
ator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Lucas]  are  ab¬ 
sent  on  putflic  business. 

The  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  John¬ 
son]  is  absent  because  of  illness  in  his 
family. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Ke- 
fauver]  fs  necessarily  absent. 

The  Sfenator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Taylor]  * 
is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  ;  SALTONSTALL.  The  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken],  the  Senator 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Cain],  and  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Vanden- 
BERtf]  are  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate,  j 
le  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Brew¬ 
ster],  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
McCarthy],  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Taft]  and  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  [Mr.  Tobey]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Knowland]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  A 
quorum  is  present. 

AMENDMENT  OP  FEDERAL-AID  ROAD 

ACT— PROPOSED  UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 

AGREEMENT 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  the 
distinguished  minority  leader  and  I  have 
worked  for  some  time  on  the  drawing  of 
a  unanimous-consent  agreement,  and  I 
should  like  to  ask  that  the  clerk  read  the 
agreement  which  has  been  prepared. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  distinguished  acting  majority  leader 
yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Yes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  agreement  which 
is  acceptable  to  the  two  leaders  is  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  approval  of  the  Senate.  I 


understand  the  distinguished  acting  ma¬ 
jority  leader  has  asked  that  the  clerk 
read  the  agreement. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  would  rather  have 
it  read.  In  substance,  it  proposes  to 
bring  up  before  the  Senate  the  road  bill 
and  to  vote  on  it,  and  on  all  amendments, 
beginning  at  12:30  o’clock  on  Tuesday 
next,  with  a  limitation  of  debate  of  5 
minutes  on  each  side,  provided  that  only 
germane  amendments  may  be  offered. 
I  would  prefer  to  have  the  clerk  read  the 
agreement. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
clerk  will  read  the  proposed  unanimous- 
consent  agreement. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Of  course  the  agree¬ 
ment  which  is  about  to  be  read  is  based 
upon  the  fact  that  the  road  bill  will  be 
made  the  pending  business. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  The.  Senator  is 
correct 

Mr.  WHERRY.  If  the  road  bill  is 
made  the  pending  business  this  proposed 
unanimous-consent  agreement  will  go 
into  effect,  provided  it  is  agreeable  to 
all  Members. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  am  I  to 
understand  that  two  unanimous-consent 
agreements  are  tied  in  together? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  The  unanimous- 
consent  agreement  would  take  effect 
in  the  event  the  road  bill  were 
made  the  pending  business.  The  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement  would  be  sub¬ 
mitted  immediately  if  the  road  bill  were 
made  the  pending  business. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Do  I  understand 
correctly  that  the  road  bill  would  be 
made  the  pending  business  and  remain 
the  pending  business  until  1  o’clock  on 
Monday,  when  we  start  to  vote  on  the 
control  bill? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  hope  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  will  withhold  his  inquiry 
until  the  road  bill  is  made  the  pending 
business. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  is  it  not 
correct  to  say  that  it  is  impossible  to 
agree  to  a  unanimous-consent  agreement 
until  one  knows  what  he  is  agreeing  to? 
Is  that  not  correct? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  That 
is  correct; 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  first  matter  to  be 
considered  now  is  whether  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  House  bill  7941  is  to  be  made 
the  pending  business. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  That  is  what  I  in¬ 
tended  to  say,  if  I  did  not  make  it  clear. 
I  wanted  the  clerk  to  read  what  the  mi¬ 
nority  leader  and  the  acting  majority 
leader  had  agreed  upon  if  the  road  bill 
were  made  the  pending  business.  It  is 
our  intention  to  bring  up  the  road  bill, 
but  I  wanted  Senatorse  to  know  what 
agreement  we  had  made  with  respect 
to  it. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  May 
the  Chair  ask  whether  or  not  the  agree¬ 
ment  would  interfere’with  the  present 
unanimous-consent  agreement? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  No. 


The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
clerk  will  read  the  proposed  agreement. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  A  parliamentary  in¬ 
quiry,  Mr.  Pi’esident. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Is  not  the  situation 
one  in  which  unanimous  consent  must 
be  asked  to  have  the  Senate  make  House 
bill  7941  the  pending  business? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  agreement  is  be¬ 
ing  read  for  the  information  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  so  that  Senators  may  know  what 
kind  of  unanimous-consent  agreement  is 
contemplated.  It  will  not  be  offered 
until  the  road  bill  is  taken  up,  but  in 
order  to  have  the  bill  taken  up  we  should 
have  this  information  before  us. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Let 
the  unanimous-consent  request  be  read. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

Ordered,  That  on  the  calendar  day  of 
Tuesday,  August  22,  1950,  at  the  hour  of 
12:30  o’clock  p.  m.,  the  Senate  proceed  to 
vote,  under  the  limitation  of  debate  herein¬ 
after  provided,  upon  any  amendment  or 
motion  (including  appeals)  that  may  be 
pending  or  that  may  thereafter  be  proposed 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and  sup¬ 
plement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act,  approved 
July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  continuing  the  construction  of  highways, 
and  for  other  purposes:  Provided,  (1)  That 
after  said  hour  of  12:30  o’clock  p.  m.  debate 
upon  any  amendment  or  motion  (including 
appeals),  when  proposed,  and  upon  the  bill 
itself  shall  be  limited  to  not  exceeding  10 
minutes  to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled, 
respectively,  by  the  mover  of  any  such 
amendment  or  motion  and  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  [Mr.  Chavez] 
(2)  that  no  amendment  or  motion  that  is 
not  germane  to  the  subject  matter  of  said 
bill  shall  be  in  order;  and  (3)  that  no  vote 
on  any  amendment  or  motion  shall  be  had 
on  said  bill  prior  to  said  hour  of  12:30  o’clock 
p.  m.  on  Tuesday  next. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  I  may 
say  that  the  proposed  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  agreement  was  read  only  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  information  to  Sena¬ 
tors  who  have  asked  about  other  meas¬ 
ures  and  about  the  program  generally. 

Now,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consideration 
of  House  bill  7941,  the  so-called  Federal- 
aid  road  bill. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object — although  I  am 
not  going  to  object — I  ask  the  distin¬ 
guished  acting  majority  leader  whether 
he  will  tie  this  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  with  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  to  vote  on  next  Tuesday,  so  as  to 
make  them  one  request.  In  that  case 
both  the  agreement  to  take  up  the  road 
bill  and  the  agreement  to  vote  on  it  on 
Tuesday  will  be  effective. 

So  I  ask  the  distinguished  acting  ma¬ 
jority  leader  to  modify  the'  request  by 
including  a  request  to  take  up  the  road 
bill,  so  that  both  objectives  will  be  ac¬ 
complished  at  the  same  time. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
perfectly  agreeable  to  me  to  include  in 
the  proposed  agreement  a  unanimous- 
consent  request  to  take  up  the  road  bill. 
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The  proposed  agreement  was  read  to  the 
Senate  for  the  information  of  Senators 
in  regard  to  what  the  minority  and  the 
majority  have  worked  on. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Yes. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  I  should  like 
to  observe  that  after  this  discussion  to¬ 
day,  there  probably  will  not  be  any  ac¬ 
tion  taken  by  the  Senate  for  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  this  week;  the  Senate  prob¬ 
ably  will  not  have  anything  to  do  dur¬ 
ing  that  time. 

We  have  had  no  major  votes  this 
week.  Some  Members  of  the  Senate 
have  made  it  a  point,  to  attend  the  ses¬ 
sions,  although  it  was  inconvenient  for 
them  to  do  so;  and  they  would  like  to 
see  some  business  transacted. 

There  are  three  small  Indian  bills 
which  we  have  been  unable  to  have 
passed  during  the  call  of  the  Consent 
Calendar,  and  I  would  hope  that  the 
consideration  of  those  bills  might  be 
included  under  the  unanimous-consent 
agreement;  and  that  tomorrow  we  could 
consider  those  bills.  One  is  a  small  hos¬ 
pital  bill  which  was  reported  by  the 
junior  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
EctonJ  for  the  senior  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  [Mr.  Butler],  another  is  House 
bill  6116,  in  which  the  Senators  from 
South  Dakota  are  very  much  interested, 
and  the  other  is  known  as  the  Fort  Reno 
bill.  It  would  not  take  long  to  dispose 
of  those  three  bills,  if  they  can  be 
brought  before  the  Senate  and  discussed. 

I  do  not  wish  to  interfere  with  the 
proposed  unanimous-consent  agreement, 
but  I  feel  that  the  Senate  should  trans¬ 
act  some  business  this  week  and  should 
make  some  progress  and  should  vote  on 
some  measures. 

So  I  would  ask  that  the  proposed 
unanimous-consent  agreement  be  modi¬ 
fied  so  as  to  provide  that  tomorrow  the 
three  bills  I  have  mentioned  may  be 
considered,  in  order,  after  having  been 
made  the  unfinished  business  for  that 
1  day. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  say - 

Mr.  FT, LENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  parliamentary 
inquiry? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  yield  for  either  a 
question  or  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Then,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  desire  to  propound  a  parliamen¬ 
tary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Notwithstanding 
the  proposed  unanimous- consent  agree¬ 
ments,  would  not  any  Senator  have  a 
right  to  call  up,  for  instance,  House  bill 
4800,  calendar  No.  1333,  a  bill  directing 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  convey 
certain  mineral  interests,  and  for  other 
purposes,  and  to  do  so  at  any  time  there 
is  no  other  business  before  the  Senate? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  That 
would  be  possible,  of  course. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Under  those  cir¬ 
cumstances,  if  I  were  to  move  to  have 
that  measure  taken  up,  it  would  be  the 
pending  business,  would  it  not? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  If  the 
Senate  so  voted. 


Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  I  wonder  whether 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
knows — I  am  sure  he  does,  but  I  should 
like  to  ask  him  the  question — that  with 
'  the  induction  of  many  units  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  into  the  Federal  service, 
and  with  more  about  to  be  called  up 
currently,  together  with  the  recall  of 
very  great  numbers  of  men  in  the  Ma¬ 
rine  Corps  Reserve,  the  Army  Reserve, 
and  the  Navy  Reserve,  there  has  devel¬ 
oped  a  situation  in  which  married  men 
with  children  are  suddenly  taken  away 
from  their  positions,  and  there  is  no 
provision  in  present  law  to  take  care  of 
their  families. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  I 
yielded  only  for  a  question.  I  am  well 
aware  of  the  matter  the  Senator  has 
mentioned. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  I  know  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  is. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  also — 
for  I  doubt  whether  he  knows  this — if 
he  is  aware  of  the  fact  that  this  morn¬ 
ing,  after  long  hearings,  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Armed  Services  has  come 
forward  with  a  bill  to  take  care  of  the 
situation  I  have  mentioned  along  lines 
somewhat  similar  to  those  followed  in 
1942,  when  Congress  enacted  the  family 
allowance  plan. 

Whatever  agreement  is  reached,  I  be¬ 
seech  Senators  to  allow  us,  when  this 
bill  comes  on  the  floor,  to  have  it  speedily 
considered,  because  real  hardships  are 
being  inflicted  on  thousands  of  men  who 
are  wearing  the  uniform  and  who  have 
suddenly  been  called  into  -service;  and 
unless  this  bill  is  promptly  enacted,  those 
hardships  will  continue. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  say  in  reply  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Maryland  that  I  am  famil¬ 
iar  with  the  situation  he  has  mentioned; 
but  there  are  also  many  hardships  being 
imposed  upon  such  persons  and  their 
families  because  the  price-control  bill 
has  not  yet  been  enacted. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  That  is  correct. 

•Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  do  not  want  any 
misunderstanding  to  exist;  I  do  not  want 
it  to  be  thought  that  we  regard  one  meas¬ 
ure  as  more  important  than  the  other. 
Certainly  the  wives  and  children  of  those 
who  are  being  drafted  or  called  into  the 
Armed  Forces  should  be  protected  by 
means  of  the  enactment  of  additional 
legislation;  they  cannot  be  adequately 
protected  by  the  existing  military  legis¬ 
lation  or  regulations  alone. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Let  me  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  that  I  realize 
what  he  has  in  mind,  and  I  realize  the 
hardships  which  are  being  caused.  In¬ 
asmuch  as  the  defense  production  bill  is 
not  to  be  acted  upon  today,  we  would 
like  to  have  the  road  bill  made  the  pend¬ 
ing  business;  but  I  assure  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  that  any  time  he  wishes 
to  bring  forward  either  the  defense  pro¬ 
duction  bill  or  the  proposed  legislation 
he  has  just  mentioned,  such  a  course  will 
be  agreeable  to  me. 


Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  will  yield  to 
me  at  this  time,  I  should  like  to  say  to 
him  that  my  observation  was  not  made 
for  the  purpose  of  attempting  to  have 
any  particular  bill  displaced,  but  I  did  so 
to  acquaint  the  Senate  with  the  fact  that 
the  matter  I  have  mentioned  is  urgent 
and  that  proposed  legislation  on  that 
subject  is  available.  In  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  prospective  program,  I  did 
not  want  that  measure  to  be  left  out. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Not  at  this  time,  Mr. 
President. 

Request  has  been  made  to  bring  up 
the  so-called  Federal-aid  road  bill,  Mr. 
President,  by  means  of  a  proposed  unan¬ 
imous-consent  agreement,  which  has 
been  read,  but  which  has  not  yet  been 
approved.  There  is  no  intention  to  block 
any  measure  providing  for  allotments  to 
the  wives  and  children  of  the  members  of 
the  National  Guard  or  of  the  Reserves. 
Of  course  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
can  move  at  any  time  to  have  that  bill 
considered. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Certainly;  and  it  will 
be  agreeable  to  the  Senator  who  is  in 
charge  of  the  road  bill  to  have  that  done. 
If  at  any  time  any  proposed  legislation  of 
that  nature  comes  up,  we  shall  be  most 
agreeable  to  having  it  considered. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  make  it  plain  that  the  acting  majority 
leader  and  the  minority  leader  have  only 
submitted  the  proposed  unanimous- 
consent  request  for  the  information  of 
Senators.  As  the  distinguished  minor¬ 
ity  leader  has  said,  there  is  a  proposal  to 
tie  up  with  it  an  agreement  to  have  the 
Senate  take  up  House  bill  7941,  the  bill 
amending  and  supplementing  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  road  act,  and  to  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  that  purpose.  That 
additional  proposal  is  made  so  that  there 
will  be  before  the  Senate  some  business 
on  which  it  will  be  able  to  act  this  week. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  should  like  to 
request  the  able  acting  majority  leader 
and  the  minority  leader  to  consent  to  a 
modification  of  the  request,  so  as  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  the  time  to  begin  voting  shall 
be  1:30,  instead  of  12:30. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mi-.  Ellender]  indi¬ 
cated  he  was  going  to  move  to  bring  up 
Calendar  Order  1333,  the  bill  H.  R.  4800 
to  direct  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
convey  certain  mineral  interests,  and  for 
other  purposes.  There  are  certain  fea¬ 
tures  of  that  bill  which  I  wish  to  discuss, 
and  I  should  prefer  not  to  discuss  them 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  I  may  say 
my  reason  for  that  is  that  in  discussing 
and  raising  these  questions  certain  im¬ 
plications  could  be  drawn.  I  think  these 
questions  should  be  presented  first  to 
the  committee. 

I  wrote  a  letter  to  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
in  June,  requesting  an  opportunity  to 
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appear  before  his  committee  to  discuss 
this  bill  in  executive  session.  I  have 
never  had  an  opportunity  to  do  that.  I 
would  not  agree  to  any  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  request  unless  it  were  understood 
that  the  road  bill  would  not  be  with¬ 
drawn  and  Order  No.  1333,  H.  R.  4800, 
brought  before  the  Senate  at  this  time. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  I  may 
say  to  the  Senator  from  Delaware  that  I 
can  understand  his  suggestion.  I  hope 
he  will  not  object  to  bringing  up  this 
bill,  because  any  Senator  at  any  time 
can  move  to  bring  up  any  bill  he  desires. 
But  it  will  be  necessary  to  have  a  vote, 
and  it  will  be  necessary  to  have  a  quorum 
call.  I  know  the  minority  leader  feels 
as  I  do  about  a  quorum  call.  But  we 
cannot  enter  into  a  unanimous-consent 
agreement  limited  to  one  bill,  because, 
if  there  is  an  agreement  as  to  that  par¬ 
ticular  bill,  then  some  other  Senator  will 
want  an  agreement  as  to  some  other  bill. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  May  I  have  the  as¬ 
surance  of  the  acting  majority  leader 
that  he  will  not  support  the  displace¬ 
ment  of  the  road  bill  if  it  is  made  the 
pending  business  by  unanimous  consent? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  can  only  say,  that 
if  I  am  the  acting  majority  leader  at  the 
time,  I  shall  not  move  to  bring  up  the 
bill.  But  as  to  whether  I  shall  favor  the 
bill  or  oppose  it,  I  do  not  at  this  time 
wish  to  commit  myself. 

Mr.  "WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will, 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
done  my  level  best  to  cooperate  with  the 
majority  in  outlining  a  program  for  to¬ 
day  and  tomorrow.  If  there  is  to  be  a 
grand  scramble  to  see  whose  bill  is  go¬ 
ing  to  be  brought  up  first,  we  shall  get 
nowhere  with  a  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest.  It  seems  to  me  absolutely  ridicu¬ 
lous  to  say  that  a  very  important  bill 
such  as  a  military  bill  might  not  be  given 
the  right-of-way.  Every  Senator  is  just 
as  anxious  to  pass  such  bills  as  is  the 
chairman  of  the  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  he  will  get  the  right-of-way. 
But  if,  after  some  byplay  with  unani¬ 
mous-consent  requests,  something  else, 
which  may  be  very  important,  is  to  be 
taken  up  on  Friday  afetrnoon,  then  I 
think  wt  should  lay  aside  unanimous- 
consent  requests  and  proceed  with  the 
work  of  the  Senate. 

I  have  tried  to  cooperate  with  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  acting  majority  leader.  He 
felt,  and  I  think  other  Senators  felt  that 
there  might  not  be  debate  on  the  unfin¬ 
ished  business,  which  is  the  control  bill, 
throughout  the  sessions  today  and  to¬ 
morrow,  and  he  suggested  to  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader  before  he  left  here  that  if 
we  could  work  out  a  unanimous-consent 
request  to  take  up  the  road  bill  in  the 
event  debate  on  the  control  bill  termi¬ 
nated,  he  would  appreciate  it.  It  is  very 
difficult  to  make  unanimous-consent 
agreements. 

I  do  not  believe  any  Senator  wants  to 
move  to  displace  the  unfinished  business 
for  the  purpose  of  shutting  off  debate. 
It  should  be  remembered  that  50  amend¬ 
ments  have  been  offered  to  the  control 


bill.  If  we  are  to  take  up  one  bill,  then 
another,  ahd  then  another,  the  situation 
may  arise  that  time  will  not  be  available 
for  ample  discussion  of  certain  of  the 
amendments  which  are  supposed  to  be 
discussed  between  now  and  Monday  on 
the  control  bill,  and  on  Tuesday  on  the 
road  bill. 

I  submit  that  if  the  Senate  would 
agree  to  the  unanimous -consent  request 
of  the  acting  majority  leader  we  could 
direct  our  attention  to  the  control  bill 
and  the  road  bill,  debate  those  bills,  and 
then  vote  on  them,  on  Monday  and  Tues¬ 
day.  If  that  could  be  done,  in  my  opin¬ 
ion  it  would  be  an  orderly  way  to  pro¬ 
ceed. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  I 
only  wanted  to  say  that  my  desire  was 
to  displace  the  pending  bill  with  the  so- 
called  road  bill,  Calendar  No.  2048, 
House  bill  7941,  and,  by  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  if  that  were  obtained,  to  vote  on 
Tuesday.  I  perhaps  did  not  make  that 
perfectly  clear  at  first.  The  Senator 
from  Delaware  talked  to  me  about  the 
bill  to  which  he  has  referred,  and  frank¬ 
ly,  I  talked  to  the  minority  leader  yes¬ 
terday  about  the  same  bill. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  it  will 
be  perfectly  agreeable  to  me  if  the  Sen¬ 
ate  wants  to  take  up  the  mineral  bill, 
provided  unanimous  consent  is  given  to 
do  that. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  is  unnecessary  to 
enter  into  a  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment,  as  I  understand  the  rules.  That  is 
the  question  I  asked  the  Chair. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  regret  very  much 
that  the  distinguished  minority  leader 
referred  to  my  having  engaged  in  some¬ 
thing  as  a  byplay. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  was  not  referring  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Arizona. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  was  simply  try¬ 
ing  to  get  the  Senate  to  do  something. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Then  why  not  finish 
the  road  bill? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President, 
may  I  finish  my  remarks? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  have  the  floor,  and 
I  have  yielded  to  the  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  [Mr.  McFarland], 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  merely  wanted 
to  say  that  there  are  three  small  bills 
which  I  should  like  very  much  to  have 
considered.  They  are  of  great  impor¬ 
tance  to  the  Indians.  One  of  them  is  a 
bill  involving  the  Indians  of  South  Da¬ 
kota,  a  bill  in  which  I  have  no  special 
interest.  My  experience  has  been  that 
when  a  unanimous-consent  agreement  is 
entered  into  to  vote  on  a  certain  day  the 
following  week,  the  debate  suddenly 
stops,  because  there  is  no  possibility  of 
a  vote  before  the  time  fixed.  I  antici¬ 
pate  that  debate  will  likewise  stop  on 
the  road  bill,  as  it  has  already  stopped 
on  the  control  bill.  If  it  does  stop,  while 
t  shall  not  interfere  with  any  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreements  which  may  be 
Entered  into,  I  merely  want  to  give  no¬ 
tice,  without  wishing  to  be  accused  of 
byplay,  since  I  am  merely  trying  to  as¬ 
sist  Senators  from  other  States,  that 


when  we  proceed  tomorrow,  if  debate 
ceases  and  there  comes  a  lull,  which  I 
anticipate  will  come,  I  expect  then  to 
move  to  take  up  House  bills  4815,  6114, 
and  5372. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  not  quite  finished.  I  do  not  antici¬ 
pate  that  either  of  those  bills  will  take 
over  30  minutes. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  have  conferred 
with  the  majority  and  minority  leaders 
relative  to  their  intentions,  and  I  with¬ 
draw  my  objection. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  agreement,  as  modified?  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MAYBANK  subsequently  said :  Mr. 
President,  there  seems  to  be  some  dif¬ 
ference  of  opinion  as  to  when  we  shall 
vote  on  the  so-called  public-roads  bill 
on  Tuesday  next.  It  was  my  under¬ 
standing  at  the  time  we  agreed  to  the 
unanimous-consent  agreement  that  the 
hour  was  changed,  and  the  minority 
leader  agreed. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  To  change  the  hour 
from  12:30  to  1:30. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  So  that  the  Record 
may  be  clear,  because  I  assured  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan], 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Cha¬ 
vez],  and  the  minority  leader  with  re¬ 
gard  to  it,  I  ask  that  the  hour  of  1:30 
be  officially  recorded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1950 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and  supple¬ 
ment  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act,  ap¬ 
proved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  to  author¬ 
ize  appropriations'  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways,  and  for  other 
purposes,  which  had  been  reported  from 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  with 
an  amendment. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  on  be¬ 
half  of  myself,  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Green],  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  McMahon],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely],  the 
junior  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Frear],  the  senior  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Taft],  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Ferguson],  the  senior  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Smith],  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Salton- 
stall],  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Knowland],  the  junior  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Bricker],  the  senior  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Ives],  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Martin],  the 
senior  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  ‘Wil¬ 
liams],  the  junior  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Hendrickson],  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Tobey],  the 
junior  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Flanders]  ,  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas],  the  senior  Senator  from  Ver. 
mont  [Mr.  Aiken],  and  the  junior  Sena- 
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tor  from  New  York  [Mr.  Lehman],  I  sub¬ 
mit  an  amendment  to  the  pending  bill. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  20, 
beginning  with  the  word  “The”  in  line  4, 
it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  all  down  to 
and  including  “funds.”  in  line  7,  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal 
year  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several 
States  in  the  ratio  which  the  population  of 
each  State  bears  to  the  total  population  of 
all  States  as  shown  by  the  latest  available 
United  States  census,  but  no  State  shall  re¬ 
ceive  less  than  three-fourths  of  1  percent 
of  the  sum  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
each  year  under  this  subsection. 
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Mr.  IVES  obtained  the  floor: 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  IVES.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  New  York.  Before  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  New  Mexico  pre-'' 
sents  his  bill,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  Senators  be  permitted  to  submit 
petitions  and  memorials,  introduce  bills 
and  joint  resolution,  and  present  routine 
matters  for  the  Record,  without  debate 
and  without  speeches,  and  that  they  may 
be  permitted  to  offer  amendments. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

REPORT  OP  ECONOMIC  COOPERATION. 

ADMINISTRATION— MESSAGE  FROM 

THE  PRESIDENT  (H.  DOC.  NO.  645) 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  following  message 
from  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
which  was  read,  and,  with  the  accom¬ 
panying  report,  referred  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Foreign  Relations  and  ordered  to 
be  printed: 

To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  of 
America: 

I  am  transmitting  herewith  the  eighth 
report  of  the  Economic  Cooperation  Ad¬ 
ministration  created  by  the  Foreign  As¬ 
sistance  Act  of  1948  (Public  Law  472, 
80th  Cong.),  approved  April  3,  1948. 

The  report  covers  activities  under  thg 
Economic  Cooperation  Act  of  194 
(title  I  of  Public  Law  472) ,  as  amer 
as  well  as  the  programs  of  econor 
to  China  under  Public  Laws  47 
Eighty-first  Congress,  and  to y*he 
public  of  Kofea  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Foreign  Aid  Appropriajbfon  Act  of 
1949  (Public  Law  793,  80tl^Cong.),  and 
Public  Laws  430  and  4$f,  Eighty-first 
Congress. 

There  is  included  in  the  appendix  a 
summary  of  the  status  of  the  United 
States  foreign-relief  program  (Public 
Law  84,  80th  Cpng.)  and  the  United 
States  foreign-aid  program  (Public  Law 
389,  80th  Cons.). 

This  report  covers  the  quarter  ended 
March  31,  J950. 

Harry  S.  Truman. 

The  White  House,  August  17,  1950. 

EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS,  ETC. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  following  letters, 
which  were  referred  as  indicated: 
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Suspension  of  Deportation  of  Aliens 
A  letter  from  the  Acting  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral,  transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  copies 
)f  orders  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  Immi¬ 
gration  and  Naturalization  Service  suspend- 
ng  deportation  of  certain  aliens,  together 
vith  a  statement  of  the  facts  and  pertinent 
jrovisions  of  law  as  to  each  alien  and  the 
•easons  for  ordering  suspension  of  deporta¬ 
tion  (with  accompanying  papers);  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

Granting  of  Permanent  Residence  to  Cer¬ 
tain  Aliens 

A  letter  from  the  Acting  Attorney  General, 
transmitting,  pursuant  to  law,  copies  of  or¬ 
ders  of  the  Commissioner  of  the  Immigra¬ 
tion  and  Naturalization  Service  granting  the 
application  for  permanent  residence  to  cer¬ 
tain  aliens,  together  with  a  statement  of  the 
facts  and  pertinent  provisions  of  law  as  to 
'"'each  case,  and  the  reasons  for  granting  the 
applications  (with  accompanying  papers); 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
Suspension  of  Deportation  of  Aliens— 
Withdrawal  of  Names 
Two  letters  from  the  Acting  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral,  withdrawing  the  names  of  Petra  Lidu- 
vina  Luis  nee  Petra  Lidwina  Santos  Del  Rio, 
Ho  Sang  or  Sang  Ho  or  Ho  Tin  Sik,  and  Hans 
Wills  Schrapler  or  Hans  Schraepler,  from 
report  relating  to  aliens  whose  deportati^ 
he  suspended  more  than  6  months  ago,  tra 
mittSft  to  the  Senate  on  January  16,  1950; 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

, 


PETITIONS 

•  were  laid  before  fcffe 


e  Senate 


Petition^ 

and  refer  reft  as  indicated: 

By  the  PRESIDENT  prtf  tempore: 

A  resolution  adopted  by  Aeronautical  In¬ 
dustrial  District  L&dge  75L,-Tnter  national  As¬ 
sociation  of  Machifijjsts./'Seattle,  Wash.,  fa¬ 
voring  the  enactment^ttf  legislation  providing 
an  excess-profits  taxy'Tft  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 

A  resolution  ad6pted  fiy  the  thirty-first 
annual  encampnjrent  of  the  Veterans  of  For¬ 
eign  Wars,  Department  of  f%nnsylvania,  at 
Harrisburg,  favoring  the  Enactment  of 
legislation  inquiring  the  registr^ion  of  all 
CommunisIS;  to  the  Committee  oft  the  Ju¬ 
diciary. 

UNIV^SAL  MILITARY  TRAINING— ^ESO- 
LI^flON  OF  FIFTH  DISTRICT,  THE 
MERICAN  LEGION,  DEPARTMENT  'X>F 
1INNESOTA 


Resolved,  That  the  Fifth  District  Amut 
lean  Legion,  Department  of  Minnesota,  aims 
regular  district  meeting,  August  2,  105 re¬ 
affirm  its  support  of  the  universal  military 
training  program,  now  known  as yuie  na¬ 
tional  security  training  bill  and  j^flvlse  the 
United  States  Senators  in  the  Syne  of  Min¬ 
nesota,  and  the  United  Stater  Represent¬ 
atives  from  this  District  of  sum  action. 

F.  W.  AMes,  Adjutant. 

POOLING  OF  UNUSEDT  IMMIGRATION 

QUOTAS— LETTER  jmOM  AMERICAN 

FRIENDS  SERVICE ^OMMITTEE 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
present  for  appropriate  reference  and 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Recob®,  a  letter  I  recently  re¬ 
ceived  fronyJvir.  Lewis  M.  Hoskins,  exec¬ 
utive  secretary  of  the  American  Friends 
Service  Committee,  expressing  the  en- 
dorsenymt  and  support  of  that  com¬ 
mittee  for  S.  3950,  a  bill  which  I  intro- 
ducpO,  providing  for  the  pooling  of  un¬ 
used  immigration  quotas. 

/There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
vas  referred  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary,  and  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

Philadelphia,  Pa.,  August  11,  1950. 
The  Honorable  Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 
United  States  Senate, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Humphrey:  We  were  very  much 
Interested  to  receive  the  copy  of  S.  3950 
which  you  recently  introduced.  While  it 
is  in  general  against  our  policy  to  have  our 
name  used  in  connection  with  pending  leg¬ 
islation  we  are  glad  to  express  an  opinion 
when  it  is  requested.  In  this  case  I  am 
happy  to  say  that  we  are  completely  in 
sympathy  with  the  provisions  of  your  bill 
and  hope  that  it  will  become  law.  We  have 
long  been  concerned  over  the  inequities  and 
hardships  that  are  caused  by  the  rigidity 
of  our  immigration  quota  system  and  heart¬ 
ily  favor  this  move  in  the  direction  of  greater 
flexibility.  We  also  endorse  the  bill  on  the 
basis  of  the  fact  that  it  makes  possible 
complete  utilization  of  the  number  of  visas 
that  our  present  law  provides,  instead  of 
letting  a  larger  proportion  of  them  lapse 
each  year. 

In  connection  with  the  need  for  such  a 
bill  as  you  have  introduced  I  should  like  to 


Mr  HUMPHREY  Mr  President  I  '  cite  a  case  in  Point  with  which  we  are  fa- 
present  for  appropriate  reference  and  miliar-  n  is  the  case  of  tw0  orPhan  &Tls 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 


in  the  Record  a  resolution  adopted  by 
the  Fifth  District  American  Legion  of 
Minneapolis,  Minn.,  on  August  2,  1950, 
relating  to  universal  military  training. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services,  and  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 
Resolution  Reaffirming  Fifth  District 
American  Legion,  Department  of  Minne¬ 
sota,  Support  for  a  Universal  Military 
Training  Program 

Whereas  the  Fifth  District  American. 
Legion,  Department  of  Minnesota,  has  pre¬ 
viously  supported  the  American  Legion  uni¬ 
versal  military  training  program;  and 
Whereas  this  program  is  now  identified  as 
the  national  security  training  program  and. 
embodied  in  Senate  bill  66  and  House  bill 
1305;  and 

Whereas  the  present  world  crisis  clearly 
Indicates  the  need  for  a  permanent  univer¬ 
sal  military  training  program  to  protect  our 
country  from  aggression,  and  those  countries 
of  the  world  believing  in  our  way  of  life: 
Now,  therefore,  be  it 


born  in  Spain,  of  a  Spanish  mother  and  a 
Cis^ch  father,  whose  American  aunt  has  been 
tryiftg  for  more  than  5  years  to  get  them 
to  thl^  country  in  order  to  provide  for  them. 
The  ddtoh  of  the  parents  left  these  children 
completely  alone  in  Spain,  with  no  future 
to  whicl^.they  could  look  forward  there. 
The  aunt  Here  is  able  and  eager  to  give 
them  a  home,  and  her  own  loving  care,  yet 
they  have  lan^yishecl  in  a  Spanish  orphan¬ 
age  for  over  5  wears  waiting  for  United 
States  quota  numbers.  Even  after  this  long 
wait,  the  Spanish  i^jota  is  still  so  oversub¬ 
scribed  that  no  date,  for  their  coming  can 
be  predicted.  This  stfiry  is  illustrative  of 
large  numbers  of  hardship  cases  that  would 
be  taken  care  of  by  the  provisions  of  your" 
bill  which,  as  I  have  already  indicated,  we 
fully  endorse.  \ 

Sincerely  yours,  \ 

Lewis  M.  Hoskins, 
Executive  Secretary,  American 
Friends  Service  Committee,  Ine. 

PREVENTION  OF  PROFITEERING— TELE¬ 
GRAM  FROM  PRESIDENT  OF  WISCON¬ 
SIN  FARM  BUREAU  FEDERATION 

Mr.  WILEY.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
this  morning  received  an  important  tele- 
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gram  from  one  of  the  outstanding  farm 
leaders  of  my  State,  Mr.  Curtis  Hatch, 
the  distinguished  president  of  the  Wis¬ 
consin  Farm  Bureau  Federation.  Nat¬ 
urally  I  am  always  delighted  to  hear  from 
this  splendid  grass-roots  farm  organiza¬ 
tion  -which  is  so  well  represented  in 
America’s  dairyland.  Needless  to  say  I 
agree  absolutely  with  Mr.  Hatch’s  con¬ 
tention  that  no  one  on  the  home  front 
should  profiteer  from  the  war  emer¬ 
gency.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  text  of  Mr.  Hatch’s  telegram  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  body  of  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  telegram 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Madison,  Wis.,  August  16,  1950. 
Alexander  Wiley, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

No  one  on  home  front  should  profit  from 
War  emergency.  Pending  defense  production 
bill  should  treat  all  alike.  Wages  and  prices 
should  he  controlled  with  profits  if  it  neces¬ 
sary  to  impose  price  ceilings.  Attempting 
to  control  one  segment  without  the  others 
unworkable.  Desire  your  influence  in  act 
comprehensive  stand  by  price  and  produc¬ 
tion  bill  avoiding  piecemeal  expedients  and 
makeshift  arrangements. 

Curtis  Hatch, 

President,  Wisconsin  Farm  Bureau 
Federation. 

REPORT  OF  A  COMMITTEE 

The  following  report  of  a  committee 
was  submitted: 

By  Mr.  McCARRAN,  from  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary: 

S.4037.  A  bill  to  protect  the  internal  se¬ 
curity  of  the  United  States,  and  for  other 
purposes:  with  amendments  (Rept.  No. 
2369). 

ENROLLED  BILLS  PRESENTED 

The  Secretary  of  the  Senate  reported 
that  on  today,  August  17,  1950,  he  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States  the  following  enrolled  bills: 

S.  305.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Julio  Laf- 
fitte; 

S.  459.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Cornelis 
Ruhtenberg,  also  known  as  Cornelis  Ruh- 
tenberg  Helmsing; 

S.  819.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Herman  L. 
Weiner; 

S.  918.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Clara  Sogpr; 

S.  1222.  An  act  to  authorize  the  sale  of 
Inherited  interests  in  certain  allotted  land 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Pine  Ridge  In¬ 
dian  Agency,  S.  Dak.; 

S.  1420.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Antonio 
Garcia  Jiminez; 

S.  1426.  An  act  to  authorize  the  sale  of 
lands  allotted  to  James  Brown  on  the  Crow 
Reservation,  Mont.; 

S.  1506.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Andre  Lan; 

S.  1568.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Anna  Raj- 
mann; 

S.  1800.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  J.  Don 
Alexander; 

S.  1866.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs.  Clayre 
Louise  Forsyth; 

S.  2173.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Giuseppe 
Moschetti^  and  his  wife,  Dina  Bartoli  Mos- 
chetti; 

S.  2204.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Rudolph 
Farcher; 

S.  2257.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Hyman 
Wintetman; 

S.  2401.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Elizabeth 
Martha  Haug; 

S.  2614.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  O.  O. 
Haugen; 


S.  2617.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Ermalinda 
Mary  Pizzuto; 

S.  2780.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Jaime  Riel; 

S.  2897.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Hyman  D. 
Langer  and  Alta  Jourard  Langer; 

S.  2954.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Agnes  Biro 
and  Anna  Biro; 

S.  3005.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Olga 
Haddad; 

S.  3017.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Sgt.  James 
C.  Hollon  and  Bessie  L.  Hollon; 

S.  3059.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  John  J. 
Sebenick; 

S.  3097.  An  act  conferring  jurisdiction  on 
the  United  States  District  Court  for  the 
Southern  District  of  Mississippi  to  hear,  de¬ 
termine,  and  render  judgment  upon  the 
claim  of  O.  S.  Rees; 

S.  3129.  An  act  to  authorize  the  sale  of 
inherited  interests  in  certain  allotted  land 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Rosebud  Indian 
Agency,  S.  Dak. 

S.  3238.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Dr.  Fred¬ 
erick  Daniel  McDade; 

S.  3289.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Hisako 
Okamoto; 

S.  3325.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Isolde 
Bezner; 

S.  3446.  An  act  to  authorize  the  restoration 
of  Edwin  M.  Rosenberg,  lieutenant  com¬ 
mander,  retired,  to  the  active  list  of  tha 
United  States  Navy; 

S.  3610.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  R.  W.  Har¬ 
ris,  authorized  certifying  officer,  Bureau  of 
Federal  Supply,  Treasury  Department; 

S.  3611.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  porrance 
Ulvin,  former  certifying  officer,  and  for  the 
relief  of  Guy  F.  Allen,  former  chief  disbursing 
officer; 

S.  3613.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  certain 
Chinese  stewards  of  the  United  States  Navy; 

S.  3614.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  John  B. 
Underwood,  Jr.,  TMC,  United  States  Navy; 
and 

S.  3709.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  certain  dis¬ 
bursing  officers  and  former  disbursing  offi¬ 
cers  of  the  naval  service,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

BILLS  INTRODUCED 

•Rills  were  introduced,  read  the  first 
time,  and,  by  unanimous  consent,  the 
second  time,  and  referred  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  THOMAS  of  Utah; 

S.  #059.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Tokiko 
Ohara  and  her  minor  daughter,  Vera  Mat- 
suno  Vance;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  MARTIN: 

S.  4060.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Yoshiko 
Yamauchi;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Ju¬ 
diciary. 

(Mr.  MAGNUSON  (for  himself,  Mr.  Lucas, 
Mr.  Myers,  Mr.  Kilgore,  Mr.  Kefauver,  Mr. 
Graham,  Mr.  Green,  Mr.  Douglas,  Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey,  and  Mr.  Lehman)  introduced  Senate 
bill  4061,  to  protect  the  internal  security  of 
the  United  States,  and  for  other  purposes, 
which  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary,  and  appears  under  a  separate 
heading.) 

(Mr.  TYDINGS  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Ma¬ 
lone)  (by  request)  introduced  Senate  bill 
4062,  to  provide  for  the  common  defense  by 
establishing  a  universal  training  program, 
and  for  other  purposes,  which  was  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services,  and 
appears  under  a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mr.  MAGNUSON: 

S.  4063.  A  bill  to  amend  the  act  of  July  24, 
1941  (55  Stat.  605),  as  amended,  so  as  to  re¬ 
move  the  discrimination  now  existing  against 
certain  members  of  the  Fleet  Reserve  and 
Fleet  Marine  Corps  Reserve;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services. 

INTERNAL  SECURITY 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  majority  leader,  the  Sena¬ 


tor  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Lucas],  myself,  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Myers], 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Kilgore],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Kefauver],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Green],  the  junior  Senator 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  the 
Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Graham],  and  the  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Lehman],  I  introduce  a  bill  to 
protect  the  internal  security  of  the 
United  States,  and  for  other  purposes, 
and  request  its  immediate  reference. 

The  bill  (S.  4061)  to  protect  the  inter¬ 
nal  security  of  the  United  States,  and 
for  other  purposes,  introduced  by  Mr. 
Macnuson  (for  himself,  Mr.  Lucas,  Mr. 
Myers,  Mr.  Kilgore,  Mr.  Kefauver,  Mr. 
Graham,  Mr.  Green,  Mr.  Douglas,  Mr. 
Humphrey,  and  Mr.  Lehman),  was  read 
twice  by  its  title,  and  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

INCREASE  IN  LIMIT  OF  EXPENDITURES 

BY  COMMITTEE  ON  FOREIGN  RELA¬ 
TIONS 

Mr.  CONNALLY  submitted  the  follow¬ 
ing  resolution  (S.  Res.  332),  which  was 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Rules  and 
Administration : 

Resolved,  That  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations  hereby  is  authorized  to  expend 
from  the  contingent  fund  of  the  Senate,  dur¬ 
ing  the  Eighty-first  Congress,  $10,000  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  the  amount,  and  for  the  same  pur¬ 
poses,  specified  in  section  134  (a)  of  the  Leg¬ 
islative  Reorganization  Act  approved  August 
2,  1946,  as  supplemented  by  Senate  Resolu¬ 
tion  148,  agreed  to  August  11,  1949. 

DEFENSE  PRODUCTION  ACT  OF  1950 — 
AMENDMENTS 

Mr.  HUNT  submitted  an  amendment 
Intended  to  be  proposed  by  him  to  the 
bill  (S.  3936)  to  establish  a  system  of 
priorities  and  allocations  for  materials 
and  facilities,  authorize  the  requisition¬ 
ing  thereof,  provide  financial  assistance 
for  expansion  of  productive  capacity  and 
supply,  strengthen  controls  over  credit, 
regulate  speculation  on  commodity  ex¬ 
changes,  and  by  these  measures  facili¬ 
tate  the  production  of  goods  and  serv¬ 
ices  necessary  for  the  national  security, 
and  for  other  purposes,  which  was  or¬ 
dered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be 
printed. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT  submitted  amend¬ 
ments  intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  Senate  bill  3936,  supra,  which  were  or¬ 
dered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be 
printed. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Douglas)  submitted  amendments  in¬ 
tended  to  be  proposed  by  them,  jointly, 
to  Senate  bill  3936,  supra,  which  were 
ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be 
printed.  \ 

Mr.  CAPEHART  submitted  amend¬ 
ments  intended  to  be  proposed  by  him  to 
Senate  bill  3936,  supra,  which  were  or¬ 
dered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be 
printed. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL  submitted  amend¬ 
ments  intended  to  be  proposed  bjrhim  to 
Senate  bill  3936,  supra,  which  were  or¬ 
dered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be 
printed. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY  submitted  an 
amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
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Kir  present  difficulty.  Many  of 
i  are  lieutenants  in  the  Marilie 
ome  of  them  are  perhaps  ,on 
seas,  and  I  believe  that  if  it 
;elegraphed  to  them  that  /heir 
ins  were  confirmed,  so  that  they 
>w  their  commissions  had  been 
by  the  President  befof-e  cer- 
s  take  place,  it  would  do  much 
for  the  mprale  of  the  whole  organization. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
not  going  to  object  in  this  instance,  in 
view  of  the  statement  made/ by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Maryland,  but 
I  want  it  distinctly  underwood  that  my 
failure  to  object  does  n^t  in  any  sense 
constitute  a  precedent  with  respect  to 
any  future  instance  or  i/stances.  I  par¬ 
ticularly  am  impressed  with  the  point 
the  Senator  has  made  as  to  what  he 
considers  the  urgency  in  these  particular 
cases,  and  that  they  are  routine  nomi¬ 
nations. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  f  They  are  all  routine. 

I  give  the  Senator  my  word,  that  as  long 
as  we  are  at  wa£  I  will'not  bring  in  any 
nominations  and  ask  for  immediate  con¬ 
firmation  ancj'  for  notification  of  the 
President  unl/ss  they  fit  into  the  military 
picture.  If  there  is  any  civilian  involved 
at  all,  and  if  there  is  anything  of  a 
nature  other  than  the  kind  pf  nomina¬ 
tions  we  j/iave  discussed,  I  shall  not  ask 
for  immediate  consideration. 

Mr.  PONNELL.  On  the  statement 
that  ia1  made,  that  this  is  not  to  con¬ 
stitute  a  precedent  as  to  any  future 
nominations,  and  in  view  of  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Maryland,  I 
shall  not  object. 

Ihe  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  With¬ 
out  objection,  as  in  executive  session, 
the  several  nominations  will  be  con¬ 
firmed  en  bloc,  and  the  President  will  be 

duly  nntififld—... .  — — - ~1 

FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1950 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act, 
approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  continuing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Question  is  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Lodge]. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez]  . 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  if 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  will  yield 
to  me  so  I  may  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  for 
that  purpose? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  for  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names: 
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Ferguson 

Flanders 

Frear 

Fulbright 

George 

Gillette 

Graham 

Green 

Gurney 

Hayden 

Hendrickson 

Hickenlooper 

Hill 

Hoey 

Holland 

Humphrey 

Hunt 

Ives 

Jenner 

Johnson,  Colo. 
Johnston,  S.  C. 


Kern 

Kerr 

Kilgore 

Langer 

Leahy 

Lehman 

Lodge 

McCarran 

McClellan 

McFarland 

McKellar 

Magnuson 

Malone 

Martin 

Maybank 

Millikin 

Morse 

Mundt 

Murray 

Myers 

Neely 


O'Mahoney 

Pepper 

Robertson 

Russell 

Saltonstall 

Schoeppel 

Smith,  Maine 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Sparkman 

Stennls 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Thomas,  Utah 

Thye 

Tydlngs 

Watkins 

Wherry 

Wiley 

Williams 

Withers 

Young 


The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  A  quo¬ 


rum  is  present. 
Mr.  CHAVEZ. 

say - - 

Mr.  LODGE. 
Senator  yield? 
Mr.  CHAVEZ. 
Mr.  LODGE. 


Mr.  President,  let  me 
Mr.  President,  will  the 
I  yield. 

I  thank  the  Senator 


Anderson 

Bricker 

Bridges 

Butler 

Byrd 

Capehart 


Chapman 

Chavez 

Connally 

Cordon 

Darby 

Donnell 


Douglas 

Downey 

Dworshak 

Eastland 

Ecton 

Ellender 


from  New  Mexico. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  body  of  the  Record  a 
statement  I  have  prepared  descriptive  of 
the  amendment  which  I  and  a  number  of 
other  Senators  have  offered  to  House 
bill  7941,  the  Federal-aid  road  bill.  The 
amendment  is  now  the  pending 
question. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Lodge 

This  amendment,  identified  as  7-28-50-D, 
Is  sponsored  by  the  senior  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island,  Mr.  Green;  the  Senior  Senator 
from  Connecticut,  Mr.  McMahon;  the  junior 
Senator  from  West  Virginia,  Mr.  Neely; 
the  junior  Senator  from  Delaware,  Mr. 
Frear;  the  junior  Senator  from  Illinois,  Mr. 
Douglas;  the  junior  Senator  from  New  York, 
Mr.  Lehman;  the  senior  Senator  from  Ohio, 
Mr.  Taft;  the  senior  Senator  from  Vermont, 
Mr.  Aiken;  the  junior  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan,  Mr.  Ferguson;  the  senior  Senator  from 
New  Jersey,  Mr.  Smith;  the  senior  Senator 
from  Massachusetts,  Mr.  Saltonstall;  the 
junior  Senator  from  California,  Mr.  Know- 
land;  the  junior  Senator  from  Ohio,  Mr. 
Bricker;  the  senior  Senator  from  New  York, 
Mr.  Ives;  the  junior  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  Mr.  Martin;  the  senior  Senator  from 
Delaware,  Mr.  Williams;  the  junior  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire,  Mr.  Tobey;  the  junior 
Senator  from  Vermont,  Mr.  Flanders;  the 
junior  Senator  from  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Hen¬ 
drickson;  and  the  junior  Senator  from 
Massachusetts,  Mr.  Lodge. 

On  July  13,  1950,  a  resolution  was  unani¬ 
mously  adopted  by  the  conference  of  north¬ 
eastern  region  highway  officials,  the  States 
of  Massachusetts,  New  Hampshire,  Vermont, 
Connecticut,  Rhode  Island,  New  York,  New 
Jersey,  Pennsylvania,  Delaware,  and  Mary¬ 
land  voting. 

The  text  of  this  resolution  is  as  follows: 

“Whereas  the  pending  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  legislation  has  established  tentative 
formulas  for  the  allocation  of  funds  to  be 
appropriated  for  highway  purposes;  and 

“Whereas  it  is  to  the  interest  of  better 
Nation-wide  highway  transportation  that 
such  allocations  be  established  in  respect 
to  predominate  heeds:  Be  it  therefore 

“Resolved,  That  in  the  authorization  of 
Federal-aid  highway  funds,  and  in  the  allo¬ 
cation  of  such  funds  to  the  various  States 
that  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  give 


full  consideration  to  the  needs  of  the  more 
populous  States  where  the  need  for  such 
highways  is  the  greatest,  the  cost  of  con¬ 
struction  is  the  highest,  and  where  the 
traffic  load  Is  the  heaviest;  and  be  it  further 

“Resolved,  That  the  amendments  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate  of  the  United  States, 
Committee  of  Public  Works,  to  the  Federal 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950,  are  utterly  contrary 
to  the  transportation  and  highway  needs  of 
the  Nation.” 

The  Commisisoner  of  Public  Work3  in 
Massachusetts  has  informed  me  that  the 
principal  objection  which  he  has  to  H. 
R.  7941  is  in  this  method  of  apportioning 
the  funds  for  improvement  of  the  national 
system  of  interstate  highways,  as  set  forth 
in  section  5  (b) . 

Under  the  original  draft  passed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives,  the  funds  for 
aid  to  the  States  for  improving  this  system 
of  highways  was  to  be  apportioned  to  each 
State  in  the  ratio  which  the  population  of 
each  State  bears  to  the  total  population 
of  all  States  as  shown  by  the  latest  available 
Federal  census. 

The  Senate  version  of  H.  R.  7941  proposes 
to  amend  this  section  of  the  House  bill  to 
distribute  this  money  on  the  basis  provided 
for  the  apportionment  of  Federal-aid  pri¬ 
mary  funds,  which  apportionment  is  made 
in  the  following  manner:  one-third  in  the 
ratio  which  the  area  of  the  State  bears  to 
the  total  area  of  all  States;  one-third  in 
the  ratio  which  the  population  of  each  State 
bears  to  the  total  population  of  all  States 
as  shown  by  the  latest  Federal  census;  and 
one-third  in  the  ratio  which  the  mileage  of 
rural  delivery  routes  and  star  routes  in  each 
State  bears  to  the  total  mileage  of  such 
routes  in  all  States.  This  would  result  in 
a  reduction  of  funds  for  the  18  more  heavily 
populated  States. 

This  amendment  on  the  other  hand,  ap¬ 
portions  this  $70,000,000  on  the  single  basis 
of  population.  It  does  not  increase  the  over¬ 
all  amount. 

The  system  of  interstate  highways  was 
selected  and  adopted  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  provide  for  a  basic  network  of  the 
most  important  roads  in  the  Nation  which 
serve  the  greatest  proportionate  volume  of 
traffic.  This  1  percent  system  of  approxi¬ 
mately  37,000  miles  serves  over  20  percent 
of  the  traffic.  Of  this  mileage,  the  Federal 
Government’s  own  studies  show  that  the 
heaviest  volumes  and  the  most  important 
parts  of  this  network  from  the  standpoint 
of  national  transportation  need  are  in  the 
heavily  populated  States.  These  are  the 
States  where  the  costs  for  construction  are 
the  greatest  for  the  reason  that  higher  traf¬ 
fic  volumes  demand  construction  to  stand¬ 
ards  much  greater  than  in  the  less  heavily 
populated  States  where,  in  most  cases,  low 
traffic  volumes  are  encountered.  Equally 
important,  because  of  the  heavy  concentra¬ 
tion  of  population,  more  of  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  this  network  of  roads  is  in  urban 
and  suburban  areas  where  construction 
costs  are  higher,  costly  designs  must  be  used 
to  avoid  wholesale  acquisition  of  expensive 
rights-of-way  and  the  number  of  intersect¬ 
ing  arteries  which  must  be  bridged  is  greater. 

Under  the  bill  as  it  is  now  before  us,  the 
Northeastern  States,  for  example,  because 
of  their  high  population  but  smaller  areas 
would  be  reduced  in  their  share  of  this 
Federal  aid  from  almost  $20,000,000  to  only 
$11,000,000.  This  represents  a  reduction  of 
almost  50  percent.  This  change  in  the  ap¬ 
portionment  will  mean  severe  curtailment 
of  the  various  States’  plans  for  Improvement 
of  the  interstate  system.  At  this  point  in 
this  statement  the  following  table  is  in¬ 
serted  indicating  the  amount  by  which  not 
only  the  Northeastern  States,  but  some  of 
the  other  more  heavily  populated  States 


No.  163 - 3 


12878 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


August  17 


would  be  reduced  in  their  apportionment 
for  this  purpose: 


Approximate  reduction  in  apportionment  of 
Federal-aid  interstate-system  funds  au¬ 
thorized  by  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1950,  H.  R.  7941 


State 

House 

version 

Senate 

version 

$3,  241,  ono 

$2,  769,  000 

802. 000 

428.  000 

505.  000 

337, 000 

a  713,  OOO 

2,  713.  000 

1,  341,  000 

1.  295,  000 

1,  105,  000 

1,  043.  000 

856.  000 

584,  000 

2,  028,  000 

904, 000 

2.  466,  000 

2.  099,  000 

505,  000 

337,  000 

1.  961,  000 

880.000 

6.  340.  000 

3,  327,  000 

1.  678,  000 

L  668,  000 

3,  247,  000 

2,  424,  000 

4,  656,  000 

2  820. 000 

505,  OOO 

337,  000 

505t  000 

337.  000 

896,  000 

760, 000 

■ 

I  have  been  advised  that  while  Massachu¬ 
setts,  for  example,  contributes  to  the  Federal 
Government  in  all  its  imposts  on  auto  and 
truck  transportation,  a  sun  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $30,000,000  it  receives  but  $10,000,000 
in  Federal  aid  for  our  highways.  This  dis¬ 
parity  will  be  increased  by  the  Senate 
amendment.  The  same  variance  holds  for 
all  industrial  areas.  While  these  States  con¬ 
tribute  in  the  various  automotive  taxes  the 
sum  of  $290,000,000  they  receive  for  high¬ 
way  purposes  from  the  Federal  Government 
only  $93,000,000.  It  would  appear  that  the 
Federal  legislation  should  recognize  the  im¬ 
portance  which  highway  transportation  is 
to  the  Nation  and  that  the  greatest  trans¬ 
portation  need  and  usage  is  in  the  populous 
States.  Instead,  section  5  (b),  as  reported 
to  the  Senate,  favors  the  construction  in 
areas  where  less  need  exists  for  highway 
transportation  improvement. 

For  all  these  reasons,  I  most  urgently 
hope  that  the  Senate  will  adopt  this  amend¬ 
ment  which  seeks  to  remove  such  an  obvious 
penalty  against  those  States  which  most 
need  this  Federal  assistance.  This  seems  to 
me  a  matter  of  plain  common  sense,  as 
well  as  simple  justice. 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  has,  by  unanimous  consent, 
agreed  to  make  the  pending  measure 
House  bill  7941,  an  act  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act, 
approved  July  11,  1916,  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  to  authorize  appropria¬ 
tions  for  continuing  the  construction  of 
highways,  and  for  other  purposes. 

I  have  read  the  title  of  the  bill  for  the 
reason  that  I  think  the  attention  of  the 
Senate  should  be  called  to  the  fact  that, 
after  all,  we  are  thinking  of  a  measure 
which  will  help  unite  the  people  of  the 
United  States. 

It  was  a  Missourian,  a  Member  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  from  the  State 
of  the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Don¬ 
nell],  who  first  had  that  idea.  That  was 
away  back  in  1915.  Not  only  was  it  his 
idea  to  provide  transportation  for  the 
people  of  the  United  States,  but  he  had 
been  worried  for  years  because  of  the 
fact  that  the  various  sections  of  the 
United  States  were  isolated  from  each 
other  and  there  was  not  a  united  citizen¬ 
ship.  Many  of  our  people  were  still  talk¬ 
ing  about  the  War  Between  the  States. 
The  people  of  the  South  knew  little 
ebout  the  so-called  Yankees,  residing  in 
the  northern  and  northeastern  sections 


of  the  United  States;  and  the  people  in 
those  sections  knew  very  little  of  the 
people  who  lived  in  the  South.  It  was 
very  difficult  for  persons  to  travel  from 
one  section  of  the  country  to  another. 
Both  the  people  of  the  North  and  the 
people  of  the  South  were  condemning 
the  so-called  wild  and  woolly  West; 
they  condemned  it  because  they  did  not 
know  it. 

That  situation  worried  Representative 
Dorsey  W.  Shackleford,  so  he  begin  to 
consider  what  could  be  done.  He 
realized  that  the  steps  to  be  taken  would 
have  to  be  taken  in  a  constitutional 
manner;  he  realized  that  our  country 
is  a  land  of  law  and  order,  and  that  any 
desired  progress  must  be  made  along 
that  line.  So  he  studied  the  Constitu¬ 
tion,  and  he  tried  to  determine  what  had 
to  be  done  in  order  to  conform  to  the 
constitutional  requirements  and  also  to 
do  equity  in  the  matter. 

He  found  that  the  only  authority  Con¬ 
gress  had  to  enact  legislation  dealing 
with  roads  was  the  constitutional  pro¬ 
vision  that  the  Congress  shall  have  the 
right  to  provide  for  post  roads  and  post 
offices.  Of  course,  Mr.  President,  Con¬ 
gress  had  provided  for  post  offices,  but 
that  was  the  first  time  that  post  roads 
entered  the  general  picture.  Post  roads 
meant  transportation.  That  is  the  legal 
history  of  the  original  Federal-Aid  Road 
Act  of  July  11,  1916. 

There  are  still  in  the  Senate  members 
who  participated  in  the  consideration 
and  passage  of  that  original  law.  The 
distinguished  President  pro  tempore,  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  McKel- 
lar]  who  now. is  presiding  over  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  was  a  member  of  the  House  at  that 
time.  The  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Hayden]  was  a  Member  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  at  that  time,  and  was 
a  colleague  of  Representative  Shackle¬ 
ford.  The  chairman  of  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  which  had  charge  of  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  bill  was  none  other  than 
Senator  John  H.  Bankhead,  of  Alabama, 
the  father  of  the  late  Senator  John  H. 
Bankhead  n,  of  Alabama,  and  of  the 
late  Will  Bankhead,  Speaker  of  the 
House.  John  H.  Bankhead  then  was 
chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Post  Offices  and  Post  Roads,  and  presid¬ 
ed  in  the  committee  during  its  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill.  I  wish  to  make  that 
statement  to  the  Senate,  Mi’.  President, 
because  I  think  all  of  us  should  know  the 
history  of  this  measure. 

I  desire  to  thank  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan],  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  which  has  had 
charge  of  the  roads  bill.  I  thank  him 
and  the  members  of  the  subcommittee— 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi .  [Mr,  East- 
land],  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr, 
Chapman],  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Watkins],  and  all  other  members  of  the 
committee  for  their  patience.  They  have 
devoted  much  time  to  this  measure. 

I  also  wish  to  state  to  the  Senate  that 
this  bill  was  considered  by  the  commit¬ 
tee,  prior  to  the  Korean  situation.  I 
am  saying  this  in  order  that  the  Senate, 
when  it  comes  to  pass  upon  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  bill,  may  understand  that,  at 
the  time  it  was  considered,  we  were 


thinking  of  amending  the  act  of  July  11, 
1916,  to  meet  the  present  day  problem 
under  ordinary  conditions.  The  condi¬ 
tions  now  are  somewhat  different. 

What  does  the  bill  provide?  It  au¬ 
thorizes  a  2-year  extension  of  a  Federal 
highway  program  which  has  been  in 
force  since  July  1916,  or  over  30  years. 
The  value  of  the  program  to  our  nation¬ 
al  economy  has  long  been  recognized  in 
each  of  the  48  States  and  in  the  posses¬ 
sions  of  the  United  States.  The  program 
reaches  into  all  the  States  and  posses¬ 
sions  of  the  United  States.  It  has  been 
one  of  the  most  important  factors  in  our 
progress  since  the  turn  of  the  country. 
As  I  stated  before,  it  has  acne  more  to 
unite  the  people  of  the  United  States,  it 
has  done  more  for  the  economy  of  the 
country,  than  any  other  single  piece  of 
legislation  that  I  know  of. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
able  Senator  whether  the  provisions  of 
this  bill  would  in  any  way  aid  what  may 
be  termed  the  farm-to-market  road? 
I  note  that  section  9  refers  to  “primary 
and  secondary  Federal-aid  highways.” 
That  would  include  roads  which  had 
been  designated  either  by  the  county  or 
by  the  State  as  State-aid  roads  and 
Federal-aid  roads,  would  it  not? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  THYE.  The  funds  then  could  be 
used,  of  course,  to  assist  in  the  con¬ 
struction  not  only  of  a  tunrpike  but  of 
the  ordinary  hard-surfaced  road,  could 
they  not? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct.  I 
may  suggest  that  if  the  Senator  will  but 
be  patient,  I  think  he  will  find  the  an¬ 
swer  to  his  question  as  I  proceed.  But 
the  bill  does  provide  a  means  of  trying 
to  get  some  aid  down  to  the  county  level. 

Mr.  THYE.  But  what  about  the 
townships? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  would  apply  also  to 
the  local  unit. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  .  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  sugegst  that  the 
able  Senator  from  Minnesota  read  sub¬ 
section  (b)  appearing  on  page  13  of  the 
bill,  where  I  think  he  will  find  evidence 
of  a  very  definite  effort  to  see  that  some 
of  this  money  is  applied  to  the  rural 
roads. 

Mi’.  CHAVEZ.  When  I  referred  to 
the  local  unit  as  a  “county”  I  may  say 
to  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  that  is 
the  popular  name,  the  one  better  known; 
but  the  provision  applies  to  parishes  and 
townships,  or  whatever  the  local  units 
of  the  State  in  the  individual  case  may 
be  called. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  permit,  I  may  say  that  the 
township  road  today  is  faced  with  a 
terrific  financial  burden  by  reason  of 
the  school  bus,  the  milk  truck,  and  the 
grain  truck.  That  heavy  traffic  has 
placed  a  financial  burden  on  the  town¬ 
ship,  and  the  township  has  had  only 
its  own  small  local  revenues  from  assess- 
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ments  on  property  within  the  township 
with  which  to  meet  that  tremendous 
burden. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  assure  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  that  the  subcommittee 
and  also  the  committee,  realizing  the 
condition  which  the  Senator  has  so  well 
described,  devoted  a  large  amount  of 
time  to  an  effort  to  meet  that  situation. 

Mr.  THYE.  Does  the  pending  bill 
provide  also  that  in  the  event  of  floods 
and  the  destruction  of  roads  and  bridges 
as  a  result  of  floods,  the  provisions  of 
the  Federal  act  will  authorize  extending 
aid  to  the  township  for  the  purpose  of 
making  repairs?  I  note  that  it  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  “primary  and  secondary 
Federal-aid  highways”  shall  receive 
such  assistance,  provided  the  Governor 
of  the  State  declares  that  an  emergency 
exists. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  [Mr.  Stennis],  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr],  and  the  Senator 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Watkins]  worried  more 
about  the  particular  problem  of  roads  of 
that  type  than  about  the  others,  because 
it  needed  attention  and  consideration  at 
the  moment.  The  other  roads  were  pro¬ 
vided  for. 

Mr.  THYE.  The  others  have  had  the 
benefit  of  the  Federal  act  for  a  great 
many  years,  have  they  not? 

Mr.  CHAVF1.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  THYE.  Persons  residing  within 
the  township  have  not  had  the  benefit  of 
snow  removal,  of  having  the  weeds  cut, 
and  they  have  not  had  the  benefit  of  the 
emergency  measure  in  the  event  of  some¬ 
thing  in  the  nature  of  a  disastrous  flood 
which  might  destroy  the  roadbed.  Is  not 
that  correct? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct.  We 
tried  to  give  it  our  best  attention,  and 
we  tried  to  meet  all  contingencies  that 
might  arise. 

Mr.  THYE.  The  intent  of  Congress 
in  writing  the  law  was  that  it  would  ex¬ 
tend  to  the  township  level  such  assist¬ 
ance  as  had  normally  been  extended  to 
so-called  secondary  and  Federal-aid 
roads,  was  it  not? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  was  the  intent. 
But  I  want  to  tell  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  that,  this  being  an  innovation  so 
far  as  Federal  aid  is  concerned,  consid¬ 
eration  was  given  to  the  technical  as¬ 
pects  of  the  matter.  The  average  county, 
or  let  us  say  township - 

Mr.  THYE.  Let  us  confine  it  to  the 
township. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  av;rage  county  or 
parish  does  not  have  the  technical  en¬ 
gineering  facilities  with  which  to  do  the 
work  which  was  intended  to  be  done,  and 
it  was  the  hope  of  the  committee,  as  in¬ 
dicated  by  the  provisions  found  in  the 
bill,  that  we  would  be  contributing  some¬ 
thing  to  the  education  of  the  people  along 
that  line.  In  other  words,  if  Congress 
saw  fit  to  spend  the  taxpayers’  money 
in  the  construction  of  highways  in  iso¬ 
lated  places,  we  did  not  want  the  money 
to  be  turned  over  to  local  politicians,  be 
they  in  Massachusetts  or  in  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  not  only  for  one  other 
question  but - 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Let  me  finish  my  point. 

Mr.  THYE.  Certainly. 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  say  it  was  our  hope. 
The  mere  appropriation  of  money  or  the 
authorization  of  expenditures  will  not  in 
itself  build  roads.  Roads  must  be  con¬ 
structed. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  am  only  too  familiar 
with  that  fact. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  sure  the  Senator 
is  familiar  with  it,  having  been  Governor 
of  his  home  State — and  a  good  one. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  thank  the  Senator.  I 
served  many  years  in  connection  with 
problems  having  to  do  with  roads  and 
highways. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Therefore,  I  am  sure 
the  Senator  was  confronted  with  that 
problem.  The  committee  did  not  want 
to  treat  it,  as  suggested  in  some  quar¬ 
ters,  as  a  political  proposition.  Rather, 
we  wanted  to  get  the  farmer  out  of  the 
mud.  We  did  not  want  to  turn  large 
sums  of  money  over  to  the  county  com¬ 
missions,  for  example. 

Mr.  THYE.  Then  I  may  ask  the  very 
able  Senator,  what  provision  did  the 
committee  write  into  the  bill  to  safe¬ 
guard  the  taxpayers  against  such  a  mis¬ 
use  of  public  funds,  while  at  the  same 
time  providing  for  assistance  to  the 
township  in  constructing  a  road  that 
would  bring  the  farmer  out  of  the  mud? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  the  Senator  will  al¬ 
low  me  to  proceed,  I  think  he  will  find 
that  I  shall  cover  that  point. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  thank  the  Senator.  I 
shall  wait  patiently. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
since  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  has 
been  interrupted,  will  he  yield  to  me  for 
a  question? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  delighted  to  yield 
to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  distinguished  Senator  how  the 
total  authorization  of  the  pending  bill 
compares  with  the  previous  2 -year  au¬ 
thorization? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  think  I  can  tell  the 
Senator  that. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  If  the  Senator 
expects  to  cover  that  later  in  his  speech, 
I  do  not  care  to  interrupt  him,  but  I 
wondered  whether  it  would  be  covered  in 
his  speech.  I  should  like  to  know. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  is  in  the  speech;  not 
only  that,  but  I  am  going  to  insert  the 
figures  showing  the  differences  as  be¬ 
tween  the  House  bill  and  the  bill  as  re¬ 
ported  to  the  Senate,  and  also  figures 
showing  what  was  authorized  before 
compared  to  what  is  being  authorized 
now. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Then  I  shall 
not  interrupt  the  Senator. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  President,  our  highway  network 
is  used  by  almost  every  family  in  the 
Nation.  It  affects  the  American  people. 
We  all  know  how  much  it  meant  to  us 
in  World  War  II. 

Speaking  of  war,  can  the  Senate  vis¬ 
ualize  what  would  have  happened  to  us 
during  the  late  unpleasantness  if  there 
had  not  been  a  national  road  system  and 
a  network  of  highways  throughout  the 
country?.  We  must  recognize  that  exist-. 


ing  international  conditions  make  it  im¬ 
perative  that  we  restore  our  highway 
system  and  keep  it  at  least  in  as  good 
condition  as  it  was  in  during  World 
War  II. 

The  bill  as  reported  by  the  commit¬ 
tee  is  designed  to  serve  equally  as  well 
if  total  war  breaks  out  or  if  we  are  lucky 
enough  to  escape  war.  The  bill  extends 
the  Federal-aid  program  for  the  2-year 
period  of  the  fiscal  years  1952  and  1953. 

Possibly  there  is  some  question  in  the 
mind  of  some  Senator  as  to  why  we  look 
that  far  ahead.  The  reason  is  this:  This 
is  a  Federal-aid  bill.  That  means,  in 
simple  language,  the  aid  which  is  given 
by  the  Federal  Government  by  way  of 
contribution  to  the  State  efforts  to  con¬ 
struct  roads.  As  we  know,  the  average 
State  legislature  meets  only  once  every 
2  years,  and  individual  States  have  to 
get  ready,  have  to  have  a  program,  and 
have  to  prepare  plans,  so  the  National 
Government  has  to  be  ahead  in  the  way 
of  authorizations  in  order  to  be  able  to 
cooperate  with  the  State  governments 
as  was  intended  by  the  original  law. 

The  bill  extends  Federal-aid  programs 
for  the  fiscal  years  1952  and  1953.  It  em¬ 
phasizes  the  40,000-mile  national  system 
of  interstate  highways,  namely,  high¬ 
ways  which  connect  Maine  with  Cali¬ 
fornia,  or  the  State  of  Washington  with 
the  State  of  Florida.  That  is  what  is 
meant  by  that  statement.  The  system 
is  made  up  of  the  most  important  and 
heavily  traveled  interconnecting  high¬ 
ways  of  the  Nation.  It  forms  the  back¬ 
bone  of  the  strategic  network  of  high¬ 
ways  essential  in  any  defense  or  war 
activities. 

The  bill  provides  authorization  for  ac¬ 
cess  roads  to  military  installations  from 
sources  of  critical  materials,  similar  to 
the  program  undertaken  during  World 
War  II,  but  only  after  some  unfortunate 
delays.  This  bill  would  permit  us  to 
build  access  roads,  when  they  are  needed, 
without  any  further  delay. 

It  also  provides  authorization  for 
forest  roads  so  that  tremendous  re¬ 
sources  of  timber  may  be  tapped  to  help 
in  any  mobilization  program  under¬ 
taken. 

In  many  instances,  Mi-.  President,  I 
know  that  the  people  of  the  United  States 
do  not  appreciate  the  tremendous  utility 
and  the  enormous  value  to  the  welfare  of 
the  country  of  our  National  Forest  Serv¬ 
ice.  I  had  the  opportunity  and  the 
pleasure  a  few  years  ago  of  traveling 
through  the  forest  areas  of  several 
States.  I  went  through  New  Mexico,  Ari¬ 
zona,  and  California.  There  are  in  the 
State  of  California  five  different  national 
forests  belonging  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  There  is  virgin  timber  by  the 
mile.  There  is  no  particular  place  to 
go  in  or  to  get  out,  because  there  are  no 
access  roads.  Came  the  war,  and  lum¬ 
ber  was  needed  in  great  quantities. 
That  is  what  we  mean  when  we  say  that 
roads  are  a  part  of  the  scheme  of  things 
if  we  want  to  carry  on  a  sound  policy 
of  national  defense. 

I  wish  the  Senator  from  Oregon  were 
present.  I  went  through  the  national 
forests  at  Stanislaus,  Modoc,  Lassen,  and 
two  other  forests  in  northern  California, 
and  into-  the  State  of  Oregon,  always 
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over  forest  roads.  I  never  took  the  main 
roads.  I  wish  every  person  in  the  United 
States  could  visit  and  really  understand 
those  forests.  I  went  over  the  Cascades 
into  Oregon,  followed  the  Willamette 
into  Eugene,  and  over  to  the  coast.  I 
saw  forests  there  which  produced 
150,000  board  feet  of  lumber  per  acre,  all 
belonging  to  the  American  people.  It  is 
necessary  to  have  roads  in  order  to 
protect  that  property,  not  only  to  get 
out  the  timber,  but  as  a  matter  of  in¬ 
surance  against  forest  fires. 

I  went  to  the  little  town  of  Newport,  on 
the  Pacific,  and  Tillamook  at  the  mouth 
of  the  Columbia  River,  where  there  is  a 
great  cypress  area  producing  150,000 
board  feet  of  lumber  per  acre.  Between 
Tillamook  and  Portland  there  is  an  area 
of  27  miles  through  a  canyon.  On  both 
sides  it  resembles  a  graveyard,  with  large 
monuments.  Twenty-seven  miles  of  for¬ 
est  had  burned  down.  The  National 
Congress  gives  consideration  to  matters 
of  this  nature. 

Furthermore,  we  have  provided  addi¬ 
tional  funds  for  secondary  roads,  and 
have  made  important  adjustments  in  the 
present  program  so  that  it  will  reach  to 
the  county  level  and  give  the  farmers  a 
better  opportunity  to  bear  their  full  con¬ 
tribution  to  the  national  economy  in 
time  of  either  war  or  peace.  The  poor 
farmer,  away  out  in  the  wilds  of  a  far- 
off  State,  is  producing  something  which 
the  people  of  Boston,  Albuquerque,  and 
Washington  need,  something  to  eat, 
food;  but  he  cannot  get  it  to  the  market. 
It  was  that  which  we  had  in  mind  when 
the  members  of  the  committee  at  least 
tried  to  start  to  do  something  for  those 
people,  not  for  them  individually,  as 
such,  but  because  they,  as  citizens  and 
as  workers,  should  contribute  to  the  na¬ 
tional  weal  and  welfare. 

We  have  profited  by  the  difficult  ex¬ 
periences  which  occurred  at  the  outbreak 
of  hostilities  in  World  War  II,  when  there 
was  some  delay  in  undertaking  essential 
defense  roads  because  of  lack  of  appro¬ 
priate  legislation.  We  have  included  a 
provision  in  the  bill  which  will  permit 
the  use  of  any  available  Federal  highway 
funds  for  certain  essential  defense  proj¬ 
ects  whenever  a  national  emergency  is 
declared  by  the  Congress  or  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  the  average  at¬ 
torney,  lawyer,  or  judge  who  interprets 
the  law  would  say  that  the  President  has 
inherent  power  to  use  any  national  funds 
for  any  purpose  in  case  of  an  emergency. 
There  may  be  a  school  of  thought,  a 
small  minority,  who  will  disagree  with 
that  statement,  but  in  order  to  be  sure 
there  will  be  no  question  whatsoever 
that  if  an  emergency  should  arise  and 
this  country  needed  the  road  money  for 
national  defense,  there  are  words  in  the 
law  declaring  that  the  President  has 
that  authority.  It  is  in  the  bill. 

The  modifications  which  we  have  made 
to  the  House  bill  are  explained  fully  in 
the  printed  committee  report,  Senate 
Report  No.  2044,  and  there  are  separate 
sections  showing  differences  between  the 


House  and  Senate  bills,  and  explaining 
other  provisions  of  the  bill  which  were 
not  changed  by  the  Senate  committee. 
I  have  also  had  made  a  complete  analysis 
of  the  bill  as  reported  to  the  Senate  and 

1  should  like  permission  to  have  this 
analysis  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Kerr 
in  the  chair).  Is  there  objection?  The 
Chair  hears  none. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  analysis 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Analysis  of  H.  R.  7941  as  Reported  to  Senate 

Section  1 :  Authorizes  the  sum  of  $550,- 
000.000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1952  and 
1953  for  continuing  the  Federal-aid  road 
program.  The  total  authorization  is  divided 
as  follows: 

Primary  system _ $225,  000,  000 

Secondary  system _  200,  000,  000 

Urban  system _  125,  000,  000 

The  bill  provides  that  the  secondary  funds 
shall  be  expended  only  on  local  rural  roads 
or  roads  of  the  county  road  class,  to  be  se¬ 
lected  by  the  State  highway  departments 
and  local  officials  cooperatively.  The  roads 
are  to  be  of  an  economical,  all-weather  type. 
If  any  State  highway  department,  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Reads,  certifies  that  it  will  be  impracticable 
to  spend  the  secondary  funds  on  this  class 
of  roads,  then  those  funds,  or  such  portion 
thereof  so  certified,  may  be  expended  on  other 
secondary  roads,  including  State  highways. 

The  apportionments  will  be  in  accordance 
with  the  long-established  formulas  and  the 
latest  available  Federal  census  figures  will  be 
used  for  this  purpose.  The  period  of  avail¬ 
ability  for  the  authorizations  is  continued  at 

2  years  after  the  close  of  the  year  for  which 
the  authorizations  are  provided. 

Section  2 :  Provides  that  any  State  desiring 
to  obtain  secondary  road  funds  shall  estab¬ 
lish  a  secondary  road  unit  in  its  State  high¬ 
way  department  within  6  months  after  the 
close  of  the  next  regular  session  of  its  legis¬ 
lature.  The  State  highway  departments  may 
arrange  with  a  county  or  group  of  counties 
suitably  organized  to  supervise  the  secondary 
road  program.  The  provisions  of  this  section 
are  similar  with  respect  to  the  secondary 
road  program  to  the  previous  provisions  call¬ 
ing  for  the  establishment  of  State  highway 
departments  when  the  primary  program  was 
first  started. 

Section  3:  Authorizes  $20,000,000  for  each 
of  the  fiscal  years  1952  and  1953  for  forest 
highways  and  an  identical  amount  for  the 
same  2  years  for  forest  development  roads 
and  trails.  It  also  authorizes  $3,500,000  for 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  1951  and  1952  for  for¬ 
est  highways  in  or  adjoining  the  Tongass 
National  Forest  in  southeastern  Alaska. 

Section  4:  (a)  Authorizes  $10,000,000  for 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  1952  and  1953  for 
roads  and  trails  in  national  parks,  with  a 
limitation  of  $4,000,000  on  the  amount  that 
can  be  used  for  maintenance  and  $1,000,000 
on  the  amount  that  can  be  used  for  minor 
roads  and  trails.  It  also  provides  that  this 
road  program  shall  be  developed  and  admin¬ 
istered  jointly  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

(b)  Authorizes  $13,000,000  for  parkways 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1952  and  1953, 
with  a  limitation  of  $500,000  for  mainte¬ 
nance  and  $400,000  for  minor  roads  and  trails. 
This  program  also  is  to  be  administered  and 
developed  Jointly  by  the  Secretaries  of  In¬ 
terior  and  Commerce,  and  provides  that 
$3,000,000  of  the  1952  authorization  shall  be 
available  for  contract  immediately. 


(c)  Authorizes  $10,000,000  for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1952  and  1953  for  Indian  reserva¬ 
tion  roads,  to  be  approved  and  supervised 
by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads. 

Section  5:  (a)  Provides  a  new  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  $70,000,000  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years 
1952  and  1953  for  the  national  system  of 
interstate  highways,  which  is  composed  of 
portions  of  the  primary  and  urban  systems 
having  the  greatest  value  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  national  interest.  These  funds  are 
to  be  apportioned  among  the  States  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  primary  funds.  Prefer¬ 
ence  is  to  be  given  to  widening  and  strength¬ 
ening  narrow  roads  and  deficient  bridges. 

(b)  The  matching  provisions  provide  for 
the  present  50-50  matching  or  two  alter¬ 
nates,  namely,  (1)  25  percent  State  funds, 
50  percent  Federal  primary  funds,  and  25 
percent  Federal  interstate  funds,  or  (2) 
matching  in  the  ratio  of  75  percent  Federal 
interstate  funds  and  25  percent  State  funds. 

(c)  Provides  that  Federal  funds  for  the 
interstate  system  or  the  primary  or  urban 
systems  may  be  used  to  aid  in  the  retirement 
of  bonds  issued  by  any  State,  county,  city, 
or  other  political  subdivision  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  roads  on  such  systems.  All  such 
roads  must  be  constructed  in  accordance 
with  plans  approved  in  advance  by  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Public  Roads.  This  provision  is 
not  to  be  construed  as  a  commitment  or 
obligation  on  the  part  of  the  United  States 
to  provide  these  funds. 

Section  6:  Amends  section  14  of  the  1921 
Highway  Act  with  respect  to  responsibility 
for  proper  maintenance  by  the  States.  Re¬ 
sponsibility  for  maintaining  secondary  and 
urban  roads  is  placed  upon  the  proper  local 
officials,  and  the  penalty  of  withholding  ap¬ 
proval  of  further  projects  applies  only  to  the 
particular  local  government  that  fails  to  pro¬ 
vide  proper  maintenance. 

Section  7:  Amends  section  5a  of  the  1944 
act  to  increase  the  Federal  share  payable 
for  rights-of-way  costs  from  one-third  to 
not  to  exceed  one-half.  This  places  the 
sharing  of  rights-of-way  costs  on  the  same 
basis  as  other  features  of  the  highway 
projects. 

Section  8:  Amends  section  3a  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Highway  Act  of  November  9,  1921,  as 
amended  by  the  act  of  February  20,  1931  (46 
Stat.  1173),  so  as  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  to  cooperate  with  the  State 
highway  departments  and  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  in  the  construction  of 
public  highways  within  national  parks  and 
monuments  and  to  pay  all  or  any  payt  of 
the  cost  thereof  from  funds  apportioned  to 
the  States  under  the  Federal-aid  road  legis¬ 
lation  in  the  same  manner  that  has  been 
authorized  in  Indian  reservations  ever  since 
the  approval  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of 
November  9,  1921. 

Section  9 :  Authorizes  the  use  of  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $10,000,000  of  any  money  heretofore  or 
hereafter  appropriated  for  expenditure  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Highway  Act,  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  as  an  emergency  relief  fund  for  the 
repair,  restoration,  or  reconstruction  of 
highways  damaged  or  destroyed  on  the  pri¬ 
mary  or  secondary  highway  systems  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  severe  storms,  floods,  landslides,  or 
other  like  catastrophes  of  nature.  This  is 
similar  to  authorizations  made  pursuant  to 
the  act  of  June  18,  1934  (48  Stat.  993),  June 
8,  1938  (52  Stat.  633),  and  July  13,  1943  (57 
Stat.  560). 

Section  10:  Authorizes  $5,000,000  for  each 
Of  the  fiscal  years  1951  and  1952  for  roads 
through  the  public  domain,  to  be  expended 
on  the  basis  of  need  as  determined  by  the 
Commissioner  of  Fublic  Roads  upon  appli¬ 
cation  by  the  respective  States. 


1950 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


12881 


Section  11:  This  amends  the  act  of  Decem¬ 
ber  26,  1941,  to  authorize  $8,000,000  for  each 
of  the  fiscal  years  1951  through  1958,  inclu¬ 
sive,  to  be  expended  in  cooperation  with  the 
Central  American  governments  for  comple¬ 
tion  of  the  Inter-American  Highway.  These 
funds  will  be  matched  by  the  Central 
American  governments  in  amounts  equal  to 
at  least  one-third  of  the  expenditures  by  the 
United  States,  except  that  $3,000,000  of  the 
authorizations  may  be  expended  without 
matching  if  the  Secretary  of  State  deter¬ 
mines  that  matching  would  be  beyond  their 
reasonable  capacity.  Construction  work  will 
be  performed  by  contract  except  where  not 
adapted  to  normal  procedures  or  where  the 
public  interest  warrants  other  methods. 
The  highway  is  to  be  toll  free  and  provision 
is  made  for  reciprocal  recognition  of  vehicle 
registration  and  drivers’  licenses. 

Section  12:  Authorizes  $4,000,000  for  each 
of  the  fiscal  years  1951  and  1952  for  comple¬ 
tion  of  the  road  from  San  Benito  to  Rama 
in  Nicaragua,  which  has  been  partially  com¬ 
pleted  pursuant  to  agreement  between  the 
United  States  and  Nicaragua.  Completion 
of  this  work  will  fulfill  diplomatic  obliga¬ 
tions  entered  into  when  the  initial  work  was 
accomplished  several  years  ago. 

Section  13:  (a)  Authorizes  $25,000,000  for 
access  roads  to  military  and  other  defense 
facilities  and  installations.  These  funds  may 
be  used  without  any  matching  by  local 
governments. 

(b)  Authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
to  use  any  unexpended  balances  of  Federal- 
aid  funds  to  undertake  any  highway  projects 
certified  as  essential  to  the  national  defense 
when  a  national  emergency  is  declared  by 
Congress  or  by  the  President. 

Section  14:  Provides  that  whenever  plans 
are  submitted  by  a  State  Highway  Depart¬ 
ment  involving  the  by-passing  of  a  city,  town, 
or  village,  certification  shall  be  made  to  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  that  the  State 
has  had  public  hearings  and  considered  the 
economic  effects  of  such  a  location. 

Section  15:  Authorizes  and  directs  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  to  assist  in 
carrying  out  the  action  program  of  the 
President’s  Highway  Safety  Conference  and 
to  cooperate  with  the  State  highway  de¬ 
partments  and  other  agencies  to  advance  the 
cause  of  safety  on  the  streets  and  highways. 
Not  to  exceed  $75,000  may  be  expended  an¬ 
nually  from  administrative  funds  for  this 
purpose. 

Section  16:  Authorizes  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  to  delegate  authority  contained 
in  this  act  to  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Roads. 

Section  17:  Is  a  saving  provision  to  the 
effect  that  if  any  section,  subsection,  or  other 
provision  of  the  bill,  or  the  application  to 
any  person  or  circumstance,  is  held  invalid, 
such  invalidity  shall  not  affect  the  validity 
of  the  remainder  thereof. 

Section  18:  Provides  for  the  repeal  of  all 
acts  or  parts  of  acts  inconsistent  with  the 
bill  and  that  the  bill  shall  take  effect  on  its 
passage. 

Section  19:  Provides  that  the  act  may  be 
cited  as  the  “Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1950.” 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  insert  in  the  Record  at  this  point 
some  general  data  with  respect  to  the 
bill. 

General  data.  Period  covered:  fiscal 
years  1952  and  1953.  Current  authoriza¬ 
tions,  $450,000,000.  Total  authorizations, 
$513,500,000.  The  House  bill  provides 


$500,000,000.  The  Senate  bill  provides 
$550,000,000.  The  total  of  the  House  bill 
is  $646,500,000.  The  total  of  the  Senate 
bill  is  $748,500,000. 

Total  highway  needs:  It  was  brought 
out  at  the  hearings  that  in  order  to  get 
the  roads  in  the  shape  they  should  be 
the  country  would  have  to  spend  $41,000,- 
000,000. 

Motor  vehicles:  Over  45,000,000  motor 
vehicles  are  now  in  use.  One  can  real¬ 
ize  what  they  do  to  the  roads. 

Mileage  on  Federal-aid  systems:  Pri¬ 
mary,  233,588  miles;  secondary,  398,449 
miles. 

Urban — included  in  primary — 14,000 
miles. 

Interstate — included  in  primary — 37,- 
800  miles.  The  total  mileage  is  632,037. 

The  total  road  mileage  in  the  United 
States  is  3,327,000.  Those  are  the  roads 
aided  by  Federal  highway  legislation, 
and  they  are  ones  that  are  built  locally 
by  cities,  counties,  towns,  and  townships. 

Federal  share  in  cost  of  all  roads  in 
the  United  States:  In  1949,  State  and 
local  governments  spent  $2,671,000,000. 
The  Federal  Government  spent  $460,- 
000,000.  The  total  amount  spent  was 
$3,131,000,000.  In  other  words,  local 
governments  spent  $2,200,000,000,  in 
round  figures,  more  than  the  Federal 
Government.  Of  the  total  expenditures 
for  roads  throughout  the  country  the 
Federal  share  is  only  14.7  percent  of  the 
total  amount  spent. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  point  in  my  re¬ 
marks  I  should  like  to  have  inserted  in 
the  Record  a  list  of  the  unobligated  bal¬ 
ances  of  previous  highway  aid  author¬ 
izations. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Unobligated  Balances  of  Previous  Highway 
Aid  Authorizations 

The  evidence  taken  by  the  committee 
shows  that  obligations  of  the  previous 
authorizations  are  considerably  ahead  of 
schedule.  Authorizations  prior  to  the  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year  have  been  completely  ex¬ 
hausted,  and  nearly  half  of  the  authoriza¬ 
tions  for  the  current  fiscal  year,  that  is,  the 
fiscal  year  1951,  have  been  used  as  of  July 
1,  1950.  The  total  authorization  for  the 
three  Federal-aid  systems  for  the  fiscal  year 
year  1951  is  $450,000,000.  Of  this  amount 
there  remains  unprogramed  only  $244,000,- 
000,  or  slightly  more  than  one-half  of  the 
total  for  the  year. 

The  breakdown  of  the  unprogramed  bal¬ 
ance  among  the  three  systems  is  as  follows: 


Primary  system _ $78,  000,  000 

Secondary  system _  80,  000,  000 

Urban  system _  86,  000,  000 


Total _  244,  000,  000 


The  procedure  for  using  the  Federal-aid 
highway  authorizations  may  be  summed  up 
briefly  in  this  way:  After  an  authorization 
act  is  passed  by  Congress,  the  Bureau  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Roads  is  required  by  law  to  make  an 
apportionment  of  the  authorizations  among 
the  States  not  later  than  January  1  preced¬ 
ing  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which 
the  funds  are  authorized.  Following  this 
apportionment,  the  State  Highway  Depart¬ 
ments  submit  programs  of  projects  to  be 


constructed  with  these  funds.  After  re¬ 
view  and  approval  by  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads,  these  programs  represent  a  commit¬ 
ment  to  the  State  that  it  may  proceed  to 
acquire  rights-of-way  and  place  the  project 
under  construction.  Actual  payments  to  the 
States  under  authorizations  for  any  particu¬ 
lar  year  cannot  be  made  until  after  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  that  fiscal  year,  and  due  to  the 
length  of  time  required  for  construction, 
they  usually  lag  considerably  longer  than 
this.  However,  this  method,  adopted  by 
Congress  many  years  ago,  requiring  the  ap¬ 
portionment  at  least  6  months  in  advance 
of  the  fiscal  year  permits  the  States  to  de¬ 
velop  and  plan  a  sound  and  orderly  program 
of  construction.  Without  such  advance 
notice  and  continuity  of  authorizations,  the 
highway  program  would  be  seriously  im¬ 
peded  by  interruptions  and  delays  due  to  the 
uncertainties  of  future  legislative  action. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  our 
highway  systems  have  not  yet  recovered 
from  the  battering  given  by  traffic  during 
World  War  II  when  road  construction 
was  stopped  and  even  maintenance  was 
severely  curtailed. 

Highway  improvements  are  still  far 
behind  urgent  traffic  demands. 

Present  authorizations  are  nearly  ex¬ 
hausted.  Only  about  one-half  of  the 
1951  authorizations  remain  available  al¬ 
though  the  year  has  barely  started. 

State  highway  departments  must  have 
some  advance  notice  of  Federal-aid  au¬ 
thorizations  in  order  to  continue  their 
construction  programs  without  inter¬ 
ruption  or  costly  delay. 

Most  State  legislatures  meet  only  once 
every  2  years  and  therefore  must  have 
advance  notice  to  take  action  on  pro¬ 
viding  the  State  matching  funds. 

If  full  mobilization  becomes  neces¬ 
sary,  many  of  the  provisions  in  this 
bill  will  be  a  necessity  for  national  de¬ 
fense.  Many  deficient  portions  of  the 
national  interstate  system,  which  is  our 
strategic  defense  network,  will  have  to 
be  speeded  up  on  certification  of  defense 
officials,  and  access  highways  to  defense 
installations  and  sources  of  critical  ma¬ 
terials  will  be  needed  immediately.  The 
committee  recognized  these  dangers  and 
included  measures  in  the  bill  to  take  care 
of  such  essential  defense  requirements. 

Most  important  of  all,  however,  is  the 
provision  inserted  by  the  committee 
which  will  permit  the  use  of  any  avail¬ 
able  Federal  highway  funds  for  essential 
defense  roads  when  a  national  emer¬ 
gency  is  declared  by  the  Congress  or  the 
President.  In  such  an  event,  the  Pres¬ 
ident  would  stop  all  nonessential  road 
work,  and  this  bill  will  provide  the  stand¬ 
by  authority  to  use  any  available  funds 
immediately  for  certified  defense  roads. 
This  will  overcome  the  difficulties  which 
were  experienced  at  the  outbreak  of  the 
recent  war  when  lack  of  necessary  legis¬ 
lation  seriously  impeded  construction  of 
many  essential  defense  roads. 

The  bill  therefore  provides  stand-by 
authority  designed  to  meet  defense  needs 
if  all-out  mobilization  becomes  neces¬ 
sary,  and  at  the  same  time  it  also  will 
serve  as  stand-by  authority  for  contin- 
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uing  the  improvement  of  our  still  defi¬ 
cient  highway  systems  if  we  are  fortu¬ 
nate  enough  to  escape  a  full-scale  war. 


Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  insert  additional  data  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  in  my  remarks. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  data 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Summary  of  amounts  in  H.  R.  7941  compared  with  current  authorization 


H.  R.  7941 

Current 
authorization 
(1948  act) 

As  passed  by 
House 

As  recom¬ 
mended  by 
Senate 
committee 

Federal-aid  systems: 

Primary..  _ 

$202,  500,  000 

$225, 000,  000 

$225. 000,  000 

Secondary  .  _ _ 

135,  000. 000 

150, 000,  000 

200,  COO,  000 

Urban  ..  _ 

112,  500,  000 

125.  000,  000 

125.  000.  000 

70,  000,  000 

70.  000.  000 

Forest  highways  .... 

20,  COO,  000 

20,  000, 000 

20,  000.  000 

F orest  roads  and  trails _ 

17,  500,  000 

17.  500,  000 

20,  000.  000 

Park  roads  and  trails _ 

10,  000.  000 

in,  ooo,  ooo 

10,  000.  000 

Parkways _ _ 

10,  000,  000 

13,  000.  000 

13.  000.  000 

Indian  roads  _ 

6,  000,  000 

6,000,000, 

10.  ooo,  ooo 

Current 
authorization 
(1946- act) 


Emergency  fund _ 

Inter-American  Highway _ 

Hama  Road__ . ... . 

Access  roads _ ... _ 

Tongass  Forest  roads,  Alaska. 

Roads  on  public  domain _ 

Local  roads _ _ 


Total. 


$513,  500,  000 


H.  R.  7941 


As  passed  by 
House 


$10, 000,  COO 


646,  500, 000 


As  recom¬ 
mended  by 
Senate 
committee 


-  $10,000,000 
8, 000, 000 

4,  000,  000 
25,  000,  000 

3, 500. 000 

5,  000,  000. 

(') 


748,  500, 000 


l  Included  in  secondary  funds. 

Comparison  of  apportionment  for  interstate- system,  funds  as  recommended  by  Senate  Public  Works  Committee  and  as  adopted  by  the 

House  of  Representatives 


State 

Apportion¬ 
ment  reeom- 
,  mended  by 
:  Senate  eom- 
;  mitten  (pri¬ 
mary-road 
formula) 

Apportion¬ 
ment  adopted 
by  House 
(population 
formula) 

Increase 
resulting 
from  use  of' 
Senate  for¬ 
mula  instead 
of  House 
formula 

Decrease 
resulting 
from  use  of 
Senate  for¬ 
mula  instead 
of  House 
formula 

State 

Apportion¬ 
ment  recom¬ 
mended  by 
Senate  com¬ 
mittee  (pri¬ 
mary-road 
formula) 

Apportion¬ 
ment  adopted 
,-Jby  House 
(population 
formula) 

Increase 
resulting 
from  use  of 
Senate  for¬ 
mula  instead 
of  House 
formula 

Decrease, 
resulting 
from  use  of 
Senate  for¬ 
mula  instead 
of  House 
formula 

Alabama _ _ 

$1,  457,  000 

$1,  248. 000 

$211, 000 

Nevada.  _ _ 

$505, 000 

$35Z  000 

•-  9SL,  000 

505,  COO 

486,000' 

New  Hampshire  _ 

505,  000 

$168. 000 

Arkansas _  .  __ 

1.  1.67,  000 

838,  0C0 

329,  000 

New  Jersey  _  .  .  . 

938;  000 

2,  oso,  ooo 

1, 142j  000 

California .  _ 

3,  223,  000 

4,  531,  000 

$1, 32S,  000 

New  Mexico  _____  _  _ 

L  OSb  000 

505,  000 

576, 000 

1,  210,  000 

519,  000 

6911 000 

New  York 

3. 303, 000 

6, 141,  000 

2, 838, 000 

Connecticut _ _ _ 

’  457,  000 

862,  GOO 

405, 000 

North  Carolina _ 

1,  694, 000 

1,  649,  000 

45,000 

337,000 

505,  000 

168,  000 

\  nrth  Dakota 

996,  000 

505,  GC0 

491,  000 

1,  060,000 

1,  064,  000 

4,000 

Ohio  _ 

2,  49S,  OGO 

3,  409,  000 

911,000 

1,  716^  000 

1,  364,  000 

352, 000 

Oklahoma  _  _ 

1,  518.  000 

'  982,  000 

536,  000 

'  834,  000 

'  505,  000 

329,000 

Oregon. .  _  __  __ 

1. 210,  ooo 

741,  000 

4C9,  OCO 

Illinois _ _ _ __ 

2,  697, 000 

3,  605,  000 

908,000 

Pennsylvania . . 

2,  820,  0C0 

4,  537,  coo 

1,  717,  000 

1,  70L,  000 

1,  704  000 

3,  000 

Rhode  Island  _ 

337,  000 

505,  000 

168i  000 

1,  697,  000 

1, 128,  COO 

569,  000 

South  Carolina  _ 

936,  (100 

854,  000 

82,  000 

1,  7T6,  000 

831,  000 

885,  000 

South  Dakota . . . . 

1,056,000 

505,  OCO 

551,  000 

1,  282',  000 

3,  235,  000 

47,  .G00 

1,  500, 000 

1,  380,  000 

120.  000 

1,  0G0,  000 

1, 122^  000 

62,  000 

Texas  _  _  _ 

4, 431, 000 

3,  214’  000 

1,  217.  000 

'  589'  000 

'  505,  000 

84,  000 

Utah _ _ 

'  768,  000 

'  505,  000 

7  263.  000 

000,  COO 

928,  000 

328,  000 

Vermont _ 

337,  000 

505,  000 

168,  000 

912'  000 

2,  OIL  000 

1,099,000 

Virginia  _ 

b  306, 000 

1.  324,  000 

18, 000 

2,  205,  000 

2,711,000 

eos;ooo 

"Washington _ 

1, 180, 000 

1. 102,  000 

78,  000 

1, 841,  000 

1,  271,  000 

570,  000 

749.  000 

828,  000 

79,000 

L  239’  000 

'  909,'  000 

330, 000 

Wisconsin _  _ 

1,  059,  000 

1,  432,  000 

227,  000 

2,  029, 000 

1, 679,  000 

350, 000 

Wyoming..  _ _ _ 

825,  000 

505,  000 

320,  000 

1,  344,  000 

'  505,  000 

839, 000 

Hawaii,  District  of  Colum- 

b  338,  000 

549,  006 

78?;  000 

hia,  Puerto  Rico _ 

337.  ooo 

505,  000 

168,  000 

Note. — The.  apportionment  formula  recommended  by  the  Senate  committee  is  the 
long-established  primary  road  formula,  which  is  "Based  upon  the  three  factors  of  area, 
population,  and  rural  mail  routes,  with  special  recognition  for  States  with  large  areas 


of  public  domain.  The  apportionment  formula  adopted  by  the  House  is  an  entirely 
newformula  based  upon  population  only.  It  has  never  been  used  before  in  Federal-aid 
highway  programs-. 


Manufacturers’  excise  taxes  relating  to  motor  vehicles  1 


[United  States  internal  revenue  collections,  summary  by  years] 
[In  thousands  ol  dollars] 


Calendar  year 

Excise  taxes. 

Motor- 
vehicle 
use  tax 

Total 

Gasoline 

Lubricat¬ 
ing  oil 

Motor  vehicles  and  parts 

Total 

excise 

taxes 

Calendar 

year 

Cumula¬ 

tive 

Automo¬ 
biles  and 
motor¬ 
cycles 

Trucks, 

busses, 

and 

trailers 

\ 

Parts  and 
accessories 

Tires  and 
tubes 

Total 

1917...  _ 

5,  276 
45,  564 
89,  592 
149, 194 
99,  967 
lib  793 
155,  797 
139,  201 
143,  431 
96,  256 
60,  504 
28.222 

"  5, 276 
45,  564 

5,276 
45, 564 
91.658 
151, 00L 
101,  763 
116.  638 
157,  885 
141,  095 
145, 302 
96,  432 
60,504 
2S.222 

5,276 
50,840 
142, 498 
293, 469 
395,  262 
511,  900 
669,  785 
810,  880 
956, 182 
1,  052,  614 
1, 113, 118 
1, 141, 340 
1,  225,  634 
1,  482,  852 

1.  745, 190 
2. 030,  329 

2,  357, 367 
2,  717,  315 

1918  _ 

1919. _  _  _ 

89.  592 
149,194 
99,  967 
114,  793 
155,  797 
139. 201 
143,  431 
96,  256 
60,504 
28,222 

2,066 
b  807 
1,796 
1,845 
2, 088 
1,894 
1,  STL 
176 

1620.... _ _  _ 

1921 _ 

1922..  _  _  . 

1923. _ _  .  . 

1924 _ _ 

1925 _ 

1926 _  _  . 

1927 _ 

1928  2 _  _ 

1932  3 . . 

62,  840 
181, 126 
170, 109 
172,  262 
188,  542 
203,  025 

'  7, 067 

22,290 
24,844 
28,  819 
28,  986 
33,681 

4,222 
22, 476 
31,534 
42.  263 
56,  476 
64,  722 

720 
3,047 
6.  261 
6,674 
8,044 
S,  812 

1,000 

4,443’ 

6,886 

7,019 

8,748 

9,620 

7,545 
23,836 
24,704 
28, 102 
38,  242 
40,088 

141  38-7 
63,802 
67,  3S5 
84,  OSS 
111,  510 
123,  242 

84,294 
257,  218 
262.338 
285. 139 
327,  038 
359,  948 

84,294 
257,  218 
262,  338 
285, 139 
327,038 
359,  243 

1933 . ___ 

1934 _ 

1935 . . . 

1936 _ _ _ 

1937 . . . 

_ 

Footnotes  at  end  of  table. 
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Manufacturers’  excise  taxes  relating  to  motor  vehicles' — Continued 
[United  States  internal  revenue  collections,  summary  by  years] 

(In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Calendar  year 


Excise  taxes 

Motor- 
vehlclo 
use  tax 

Total 

Gasoline 

Lubricat¬ 
ing  oil 

Motor  vehicles  and  parts 

Total 

excise 

taxes 

Calendar 

year 

Cumula¬ 

tive 

Automo¬ 
biles  and 
motor¬ 
cycles 

Trucks, 

busses, 

and 

trailers 

Parts  and 
accessories 

Tires  and 
tubes 

Total 

200, 881 

30,  495 

29, 405 

5,230 

7,068 

26,  772 

68, 475 

299, 851 

299,  851 

3,017,100 

215,  217 

29, 837 

51,063 

7,145 

8,957 

41. 131 

108,  296 

353,  350 

353,  350 

3,  370,  510 

281,654 

34, 420 

71,  275 

9,285 

12,147 

45,  091 

137,  798 

453,  872 

453,  872 

3,  824,  388 

371, 136 

43,  852 

101, 464 

14,  253 

18,  562 

71,  858 

206, 137 

621, 125 

621, 125 

4,  445,  513 

336,  685 

41, 176 

26.  890 

13,  329 

26, 121 

25,  357 

91,  097 

469,  558 

210, 158 

679,  716 

5, 125,  229 

265,  303 

49,  211 

1,087 

1,798 

25, 064 

31,  948 

59,  897 

374. 411 

131,619 

509,  030 

5,  634,  259 

328,  598 

66,283 

1,  560 

10, 120 

38,  776 

54,  250 

104,  706 

499,  587 

128,054 

627,641 

6,  261,  900 

424,  585 

96,  998 

4,  665 

32,  874 

61,  055 

88, 185 

186,  779 

708,  362 

124,  501 

832,  863 

7, 094,  763 

413,  953 

73,  442 

111,921 

42,  719 

81,  245 

159, 128 

395,  013 

882,  408 

849 

883,  257 

7,  978,  020 

455,  350 

78,  649 

244.  914 

75,  506 

117, 103 

171, 156 

608,  679 

1, 142,  678 

2 

1, 142,  680 

9, 120,  700 

498,  363 

81,  884 

275,  456 

135,  608 

129, 028 

158,  944 

699,  036 

1,  279,  283 

1,  279,  283 

10,  399,  983 

504,063 

80,  317 

448,  875 

114,  532 

98,  323 

146,  308 

808,  038 

1,  392,  418 

1,  392,418 

11,  792,  401 

1938.. 

1939.. 

1940.. 

1941.. 

1942.. 

1943.. 

1944.. 

1945.. 
1946- 

1947.. 

1948- 

1949- 


i  Since  June  1,  1944,  the  Federal  Government  has  paid  these  taxes  on  its  own  purchases,  and  the  amounts  are  included  in  this-table.  The  estimated  portions  of  the  total 
Federal  excise  taxes  on  automotive  and  related  products  that  were  paid  by  highway  users  are  given  in  table  E-38. 
s  In  1928,  these  taxes  were  imposed  only  during  the  5  months  ended  May  29. 

!  In  1932,  these  taxes  were  imposed  only  during  the  0  months  beginning  July  1. 


iOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT  AMENDMENT  OF 
1950— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

MfNGEORGE  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAYBA>QL  I  wonder  whether 
the  Senator  desires  that  I  suggest  the 
absence  of  a  quorufh.  I  shall  abide  by 
the  wishes  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  I  do  not  believe  it  is 
necessary  to  call  a  quorum, '‘inasmuch  as 
it  may  take  some  time  to  develop  one. 
I  hope  the  Senator  will  withhold  his 
suggestion. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  vI 
withhold  my  suggestion  of  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  the  conference  report  on  House  bill 
6000,  Social  Security  Act  amendment  of 
1950,  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  report  was  read. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  August  1,  1950,  pp.  11701- 
11728.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  consideration  of  the  re¬ 
port? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  report-. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
most  gratifying  to  be  able  to  report  that 
the  conference  agreement  on  H.  R.  6000 
incorporates  the  principal  provisions  of 
the  bill  as  passed  by  the  Senate.  Thus, 
the  objective  of  having'' the  contributory 
social-security  systefn  become  the  ma¬ 
jor  method  of  providing  protection 
against  the  economic  hazards  of  old  age 
and  premature  death  should  soon  be¬ 
come  an  accomplished  fact.  I  believe 
we  may  now  look  forward  to  a  reversal 
of  th/trend  of  continually  increasing  ex¬ 
penditures  from  general  revenues  for  the 
Aged  and  for  children  who  are  dependent 


because  of  death  of  the  family  bread¬ 
winner. 

Currently  there  are  about  3,000,000 
beneficiaries  of  old-age  and  survivors  in¬ 
surance.  Under  the  conference  agree¬ 
ment  it  is'  estimated  that  within  a  year 
this  number  will  exceed  4,250,000,  By 
1960  the  beneficiaries  will  number  more 
than  7,000,000.  Benefit  payments  for  re¬ 
tired  workers  now  averaging  $26  per 
month  will  in  a  few  years  exceed  an  av¬ 
erage  of  $50.  In  providing  for  these 
liberalizations,  the  Conference  Commit¬ 
tee  was  not  unmindful  of  the  increase  in 
costs  to  the  system. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
about  to  ask  the  Senator  a  question,  but 
one  of  my  colleagues  has  just  given  mg 
information  which  may  answer  the  qijgs- 
tion.\  I  wondered  if  the  Senator,  from 
Georgia,  did  not  think  it  necessary  to 
have  a  quorum  called.  I  woyld  suggest 
to  the  able  Senator  that  Senators  on 
this  side  of  the  aisle  are  most  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  report,  pdt  tSat  they  are 
opposed  to  the  repprt,  but  they  would 
like  to  hear  the  Senator’s  explanation, 
and  if  he  would  permit  a  quorum  call, 

I  should  like  to  get  Senators  to  the  floor 
if  possible. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  I  have  no  objection. 
It  wpald  merely  delay  action.  The  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
{Mr.  Maybank]  offered  to  call  a  quorum, 
but  I  suggested  it  would  merely  result  in 
delay. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
not  delay  action  on  the  report.  Several 
Senators  have  said  they  would  like  to 
be  here  when  the  conference  report  was 
laid  before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  If  the  Senator  feels 
he  should  call  a  quorum  on  that  account, 
I  yield  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  do  not  think  I  would 
want  to  have  it  on  that  basis,  because 
it  is  not  because  Senators  oppose  the 
report,  but  they  wanted  to  get  the  infor¬ 
mation  the  Senator  would  impart  in  his 
remarks.  I  shall  not  call  for  a  quorum 
at  this  time. 


Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  President,  the  tax 
schedule  in  the  conference  agreement  is 
designed  to  make  the  program  self-sup¬ 
porting  so  as  to  avoid  the  necessity  for 
appropriating  funds  to  the  system  out  of 
general  revenues. 

I  shall  Summarize  very  briefly  the 
major  provisions  of  the  conference 
agreement  that  differ  from  those  con¬ 
tained  in  the  bili'as  passed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

COVERAGE 


■  'SURVIVORS  INSURANCE 


The  Conference  agreement  extends 
cover^tge  to  substantially  the  same  num¬ 
ber' of  persons  as  under  the  Senate- 
ssed  bill,  namely,  ten  million. 
Nonprofit  and  religious  institutions  :• 
The  principal  change  made  as  to  cov¬ 
erage  relates  to  employees  of  nonprofit 
organizations  that  are  exempt  from  in¬ 
come  tax  under  section  101  (6)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code.  The  bill  as 
passed  by  the  Senate  provided  compul¬ 
sory  coverage  of  employees  of  nonprofit 
organizations  not  owned  or  operated  by 
a  religious  denomination.  Employees  of 
religious  organizations  were  to  be  cov¬ 
ered  on  a  voluntary  basis  at  the  option 
of  the  employer. 

The  House-passed  bill  provided  com¬ 
pulsory  coverage  of  employees  of  non¬ 
profit  and  religious  organizations,  but 
granted  an  exemption  as  to  the  employ¬ 
er’s  share  of  the  tax.  Unless  the  exemp¬ 
tion  were  waived  by  the  employer,  only 
the  employees  would  be  required  to  make 
contributions  to  the  system,  resulting,  of 
cours&win  a  decrease  of  benefits  received. 

Under  the  conference  agreement  em¬ 
ployees  of  All  nonprofit  and  religious  or¬ 
ganizations  exempt  from  income  tax  un¬ 
der  section  101  >$)  of  the  Internal  Reve¬ 
nue  Code  may  be  extended  coverage  on 
a  voluntary  basis.  For  these  employees 
to  be  covered  the  organization  must  file 
a  certificate  stating  it  desires  coverage 
for  its  employees  and  that  fr^p-thirds  of 
the  employees  concur  in  the  filing  of  the 
certificate. 

A  very  serious  question  was  presented 
to  the  conference  committee,  namely. 
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whether  or  not  it  would  be  valid  to  leave 
it  to  the  employing  corporation  to  decide 
for  its  employees,  and  thereby  subject  its 
employees  to  tax. 

I  repeat,  under  the  conference  agree¬ 
ment  employees  of  all  nonprofit  and  re¬ 
ligious  organizations  exempt  from  in¬ 
come  tax  under  section  101  (6)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  may  be  extended 
coverage  on  a  voluntary  basis.  For  these 
employees  to  be  covered  the  organization 
must  file  a  certificate  stating  it  desires 
coverage  for  its  employees  and  that  two- 
thirds  of  the  employees  concur  in  the  fil¬ 
ing  of  the  certificate.  Then  the  em¬ 
ployees  so  concurring  would  be  afforded 
the  protection  of  the  system.  Moreover, 
employees  engaged  by  the  employer  after 
the  certificate  became  effective  would 
also  be  covered. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Does  that  mean 
that  hospitals  which  are  operated  on  a 
charitable  basis,  which  are  incorporated 
for  nonprofit  purposes,  would  come  with¬ 
in  the  provision  the  Senator  has  just 
described? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  I  think  so.  I  believe 
there  is  no  doubt  about  that. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  did  I 
understand  the  Senator  correctly  to  say 
that  agricultural  cooperatives  also  were 
included? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  No;  cooperatives  are 
not  included.  The  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  was  asking  about  nonprofit 
hospitals,  under  section  101  (6).  This 
provision  does  not  refer  to  cooperatives. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  There  is  another  sec¬ 
tion  dealing  with  them,  is  there  not? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Yes;  there  is. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  If  the  Senator 
will  further  yield,  what  about  non-profit 
colleges,  schools,  and  institutions  of  that 
character? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  They  are  treated  ex¬ 
actly  as  hospitals  are.  They  are  covered 
precisely  on  the  same  basis. 

Agricultural  workers:  Under  the  bill 
as  passed  by  the  Senate  about  1,000,000 
agricultural  workers,  of  whom  800,000 
are  regularly  employed  workers  on 
farms,  would  have  been  covered  by  the 
system.  The  conference  agreement 
makes  no  change  as  to  coverage  of  the 
200,000  borderline  or  marginal  agricul¬ 
tural  workers,  as  they  are  soipfe  times 
called,  engaged  in  processing  agricul¬ 
tural  or  horticultural  commodities  off 
the  farm.  As  to  regularly  employed 
workers  on  farms  the  conference  agree¬ 
ment  reduces  the  number  covered  from 
800,000  to  about  650,000  by  imposing  a 
somewhat  more  restrictive  definition  of 
regular  employment. 

Under  the  Senate  bill  an  individual 
would  have  been  deemed  to  be  regularly 
employed  and/to  be  covered  by  the  sys¬ 
tem  if  he  worked  for  one  employer 
at  least  60  days  and  earned  $50  or  more 
in  a  calendar  quarter.  The  conference 
agreement  modifies  the  provisions  in  the 
Senate-passed  bill  so  as  to  cover  an  em¬ 
ployee  on  a  farm  only  if  he  has  (1) 
worked  for  his  employer  on  a  full-time 
basis  for  60  days  in  a  calendar  quarter, 
and  (2)  worked  continuously  for  the 


same  employer  throughout  the  preceding 
calendar  quarter. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  I  yield. 

Mi’.  THYE.  We  should  interpret  that 
to  be  6  months;  that  would  be  6  months’ 
time  the  worker  would  actually  be  em¬ 
ployed,  3  months  previous  to,  plus  3 
months  within  that  calendar  quarter? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  That  was  the  conces¬ 
sion  we  made  to  the  House  conferees  in 
order  to  bring  about  an  agreement  upon 
the  bill;  and  that  is  the  effect  of  the 
conference  report. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  With  reference  to 
this  coverage  of  agricultural  employees, 
did  I  correctly  understand  the  Senator  to 
say  that  instead  of  covering  merely  60- 
day  employment  during  a  calendar  quary 
ter  plus  the  earning  of  $50,  in  order  t6 
be  entitled  to  coverage  that  under  She 
conference  report,  to  be  covered  in^that 
first  calendar  quarter  of  coverage/there 
shall  have  to  be  60  full  days  of  employ¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  That  is  coruftt.  What 
most  concerned  the  conference  commit¬ 
tee,  or  at  least  some  members  of  the 
committee,  was  that  a/worker  might 
work  part  time  on  the  |,ftrm,  and  then  go 
into  town  to  a  shop.find  finish  up  his 
day’s  work.  He  cqrild  work  a  part  of 
60  days  under  pysent  high-wage  rate 
scales,  and  could,«asily-  earn  $50  or  more 
per  quarter,  jso  it  was  meant  to  be 
stated  as  clea^fy  as  we  could  by  this  pro¬ 
vision  that  ..he  must  be  a  regular  em¬ 
ployee  on  ttfe  farm,  and  he  is  not  required 
to  put  jfl  a  full  day’s  time,,  because 
weather'  conditions  and  other  things 
may  interrupt,  but  that  must  be  his  reg¬ 
ular-  employment  ;  and  he  must  not  be  a 
more  part-time  worker  who  devotes'  an 
Dur  to  the  farm  and  works  enough  time 
Elsewhere  within  a  quarter  to  earn  $50 
or  more. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Is  it  then  correct  to 
say  that  in  the  case  of  an  interruption 
for  a  day  by  weather,  when  a  worker  is 
ready  to  work  the  full  day,  but  is  pre¬ 
vented  from  so  working  simply  by  reason 
of  the  weather,  that  that  day  would 
count  upon  the  60  full  days  as  embraced 
in  the  conference  report? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  That  is  correct.  In 
other  words,  it  would  not  interfere  with 
that  element  insofar  as  his  qualifying  is 
concerned.  His  readiness  to  work  the 
full  day  would  meet  the  requirement,  if 
he  appeared,  and  if  rain  or  other  condi¬ 
tions  interfered,  and  he  was  not  able  to 
work  more  than  an  hour,  or  not  at  all. 
But  he  must  have  within  that  quarter 
earned  $50  or  more. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Yes;  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Then  with  reference 
to  the  effect  of  weather  upon  employ¬ 


ment,  the  provisions  of  the  bill  are  iden¬ 
tical  with  those  of  the  bill  as  adopted  on 
the  Senate  floor;  are  they  not?  Namely, 
to  work  or  be  available  and  ready  to  work 
for  the  day  constitutes  a  full  day  even 
though  weather  may  interfere  and  cut 
down  the  hours  of  actual  work? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  That  feature  of  it  re¬ 
mains  the  same.  The  feature  of  the  bill 
which  was  changed  in  conference  was 
the  requirement  that  in  order  to  become 
eligible  the  regularly  employed  farm 
worker  must  have  worked- an  immedi¬ 
ately  preceding  qualifying  quarter  for 
the  same  employer.  That  was  earnestly 
insisted  upon  -by  the  House  conferees, 
and  the  conference  committee  accepted 
that  compromise. 

Mi’.  HOLLAND.  Mi’.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  further  question? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Now,  without  refer¬ 
ence  in  this  question  to  the  qualifying 
quarter  and  solely  with  reference  to  the 
second  consecutive  quarter  of  coverage, 
'the  provision  of  the  Senate  bill,  as  I  re¬ 
call  it,  was  merely  that  $50  had  to  be 
earned  within  a  second  quarter  of  cover¬ 
age,  in  working  for  the  same  employer, 
to  bring  the  workman  under  the  cover¬ 
age  previsions  of  the  bill  for  that  quar¬ 
ter?  Does  the  same  provision  apply  to 
the  conference  bill? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  That  is  correct;  and  in 
addition  he  must  have  worked  60  full 
dajrs  and  earned  $50  in  the  preceding 
quarter,  the  first  quarter  of  coverage. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Yes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  With  reference  to 
the  second  quarter,  of  coverage,  which 
is,  of  course,  the  third  quarter  of  em¬ 
ployment,  and  the  requirements  for 
coverage  during  that  second  quarter  of 
coverage,  as  now  stated  under  the  con¬ 
ference  bill,  did  I  understand  the  Sena¬ 
tor  to  say  that  one  of  the  conditions  for 
coverage  in  that  second  quarter  of  cov¬ 
erage  is  continuous  employment  during 
the  first  quarter  of  coverage  by  the  em¬ 
ployee  for  the  same  employer,  or  would 
only  60  days’  employment  during  that 
first  quarter  of  coverage  serve  to  qualify 
him? 

Mr.  GEORGE.  I  believe  this  is  the 
correct  statement;  He  must  have  worked 
for  his  employer  on  a  full-time  basis  for 
60  days  in  the  preceding  calendar  quar¬ 
ter,  the  first  quarter  of  coverage,  and, 
second,  he  must  have  worked  contin¬ 
uously  for  the  same  employer  through¬ 
out  a  former  or  next  preceding  calen¬ 
dar  quarter  Which  was  the  qualifying 
quarter.  It  was' insisted  by  the  House 
conferees  that  for  one  to  become  eli¬ 
gible  under  this  title  of  the  Social  Se¬ 
curity  Act  he  must  have  been  a  regu¬ 
larly  employed  workman  for  one  quar¬ 
ter,  and  in  the  second  quarter,  in  which 
he  could  first  qualify  for  coverage,  he 
must  have  worked  60  days  on  a  full¬ 
time  basis;  that  is,  as  distinguished  from 
a  part-time  or  job  worker;  and  he  must 
have  earned  $50  or  more  in  that  sec¬ 
ond  quarter.  There  is  no  requirement 
as  to  his  earnings  in  the  first  quarter. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  May  I  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ator:  Is  there  any  requirement  for  the 
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tbe  future,  we  must  rely  rather  upon  the 
crSetlon  of  more  distributable  wealth  than 
upoh,  the  redistribution  of  the  income  that 
exists’>,  Total  taxation,  local  and  national,  is 
now  mdte  than  40  percent  of  the  national  in¬ 
come,  aria  at  that  level  the  redistribution  of 
'  income  entailed  in  the  payment  for  social 
services  alr&ady  falls,  to  a  considerable  ex¬ 
tent,  upon  those  who  are  the  recipients  of 
these  services. '  We  must,  therefore,  moder¬ 
ate  the  speed  of  our  advance  in  the  extended 
application  of  the  existing  social  services  to 
our  progressive  ability  to  pay  for  them  by  an 
increase  in  our  national  income.  Otherwise, 
we  shall  not  be  able  to  avoid  entrenching,  to 
an  intolerable  extent,  upon  the  liberty  of 
spending  by  the  private  individual  for  his 
own  purposes.”  Here  then  is  a  sober  message 
from  one  of  the  outstanding- Readers  of  the 
Labor  Party  who  is  learning  ffom  bitter  ex¬ 
perience  the  economic  facts  of.life.  This 
warning  should  be  heeded  by  our'mvn  coun¬ 
try,  which  is  traveling  at  high  spried  down 
the  same  road  as  Great  Britain.  Basey  upon 
past  experience,  America  follows  British  so¬ 
cial  welfare  plans  by  a  time  lag  of  one  or^wo 
decades. 

The  irony  of  it  all  is  that  while  the  ad 
ministration  is  aggressively  carrying  on  a ' 
campaign  for  a  comprehensive  and  liberal  so¬ 
cial-security  program,  at  the  same  time  it  is 
undermining  the  very  foundation  of  its  pro¬ 
gram  by  diluting  the  purchasing  power  of 
the  dollar  through  deficit  financing.  For  18 
of  the  past  20  years  the  Federal  Government 
has  operated  in  the  red.  During  this 
same  period  the  administration  has  pursued 
an  “easy”  money  policy  with  a  resultant  de¬ 
cline  in  the  yield  of  bonds  as  well  as  a  re¬ 
duction  in  the  rate  of  interest  on  savings  de¬ 
posits.  As  a  consequence,  the  purchasing 
power  of  income,  based  on  conservative  in¬ 
vestments,  has  been  cut  in  half  since  the 
Social  Security  Act  started  operations  in 
1937.  The  inflationary  policies  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  are  chipping  away  the  real  value  of 
payrolls,  savings  deposits,  life  insurance  poli¬ 
cies,  annuities,  and  all  other  mears  that  in¬ 
dividuals  have  taken  to  protect  themselves 
against  the  hazards  of  life.  The  net  result 
is  that  because  of  the  dilution  of  the  pur¬ 
chasing  power  of  the  dollar  several  million 
persons  who  had  planned  for  what  they  con¬ 
sidered  adequate  security  have  had  their  liv¬ 
ing  standards  sharply  reduced.  Through  un¬ 
sound  fiscal  policies,  the  Government  is  mak¬ 
ing  it  increasingly  difficult  for  the  American 
people  to  provide  for  their  own  security,  and 
this  in  turn  compels  them  to  turn  to  the 
Government  for  aid.  Because  of  this  situa¬ 
tion,  demands  for  social  security  grow  in 
snowball  fashion. 

While  claims  on  future  wealth  for  social 
welfare  are  multiplied  manyfold,  at  the  i-aftne 
time  the  creation'  of  new  wealth  is  throttled 
by  taxes  that  severely  restrict  the  flow  of 
fresh  capital  into  the  purchase  of  the  neces¬ 
sary  tools  and  equipment  that  would  provide 
new  jobs  and  increase  production.  Prior  to 
the  war,  the  rise  in  man-hour  ‘  output  was 
at  the  rate  of  about  2  percent/a  year.  Since 
the  end  of  the  war,  howevflr,  according  to 
the  most  reliable  estimates;  it  has  been  less 
than  1  percent.  'When  security  claims,  wages, 
and  other  costs  increasa4t  a  faster  rate  than 
productivity,  buying  flower  shrinks  so  that 
each  dollar  buys  lessrin  terms  of  goods  and 
services.  France  ifl  a  striking  example  of 
what  happens  when  claims  on  the  national 
economy  far  exceed  productivity.  In  that 
country  the  pflrchasing  power  of  pensioners 
has  declined/ny  99  percent  since  1914. 
Moreoveythe  time  has  come  when  a  corn- 
survey  must  be  made  of  all  the 
types  of/ claims  on  our  economy  and  these 
allocated  on  a  priority  basis  according  to 
their/ relative  importance,  since  taxes  are 
le  danger  zone.  Colin  Clark,  an  Austra- 
economist,  after  an  extensive  research 
many  countries  throughout  the  world, 


concluded  that  the  critical  limit  of  taxa¬ 
tion  is  about  25  percent  of  national  Income, 
or  possibly  less.  He  observed  that  when  this 
point  is  reached,  governments  resort  to  the 
easy  way  out  by  monetary  devaluation, 
deficit  financing,  and  Inflation  rather  than 
by  increased  taxation.  Taxes  in  the  United 
States — Federal,  State,  and  local — are  now 
about  25  percent  of  national  income  and 
have  therefore  reached  the  peril  point. 
This  Nation,  in  keeping  with  the  experience 
of  other  countries  under  similar  circum¬ 
stances,  has  deliberately  embarked  upon  a 
deficit  financing  program  which  the  ad¬ 
ministration  justifies  on  the  grounds  that  it 
will  expand  the  economy,  provide  increased 
revenue,  and  fortify  our  fiscal  position.  But 
the  theory  of  spending  our  way  to  solvency 
i3  repudiated  by  the  experience  of  every 
country  that  has  tried  this  experiment. 

In  view  of  the  pressure  of  expenditures  on 
our  impaired  margin  of  safety,  it  is  highly 
essential  that  Government  waste  should  be 
kept  to  a  minimum.  Outstanding  authori¬ 
ties,  both  liberal  and  conservative,  have 
agreed  that  the  Federal  budget  could  be  re¬ 
duced  by  at  least  $5,000,000,000  without  im¬ 
pairing  any  essential  services.  Public  money 
wasted  is  parasitical  as  it  robs  the  welfare 
plans,  the  schools,  and  all  other  deserving 
projects  of  money  that  could  otherwise  be 
ide  available  to  them.  It  would  be  w 
fori-the  social  agencies,  educators,  clergy: 
and ‘Others  deeply  concerned  with  the  jpro- 
motiok  of  social  welfare  to  campaign  against 
extravagance  and  waste  of  public  money, 
since  apparently  this  country  has.  reached 
the  limit  of  obtaining  any  further  substan¬ 
tial  sums  rkgm  taxation.  In  qther  words, 
the  time  has  come,  if  this  Nation  is  to  re¬ 
main  solvent,  Nvhen  hard  chriices  must  be 
made  on  Gove^jment  expenditures  from 
money  provided  by,the  taxpayers. 

Any  comprehensive  social  security  pro¬ 
gram  must  therefore  rest  on  a  relatively 
stable  purchasing  pow%c  of  the  dollar  based 
on  sound  fiscal  policies’And  on  a  dynamic 
productive  economy  with  adequate  incen¬ 
tives  for  risk-taking  and  Inwards  for  con¬ 
tributions  to  the  product! vriyoutput  of  the 
country. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
of  cours@  vote  for  the  pendingWionfer- 
ence  report  on  H.  R.  6000.  This  bill  con¬ 
tains  many  provisions  for  which  fSbave 
worked  with  all  my  strength  and  effort 
throughout  this  session.  No  bill  whr 
we  have  enacted  at  this  session  of  Con 
-gress  is  of  greater  importance  for  the 
long-range  welfare  of  America  than 
these  amendments  to  the  Social  Secu¬ 
rity  Act.  The  work  of  the  Senate  finance 
committee  and  of  the  House  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  and  the  long  and 
careful  deliberation  given  this  bill  in 
both  the  Senate  and  in  the  other  Cham¬ 
ber,  have  produced  legislation  which  is 
a  far  advance  on  the  road  we  must  travel 
to  bring  social  security  and  social  wel¬ 
fare  to  our  citizens.  The  committees  de¬ 
serve  our  admiration  and  thanks. 

But  this  conference  report  contains 
one  provision,  the  so-called  Knowland 
amendment,  which  the  Senate  adopted 
and  which  was  approved  in  conference 
which,  in  my  judgment,  is  one  of  the 
most  dangerous  and  unfortunate  pro¬ 
visos  to  be  included  in  any  legislation 
enacted  by  the  Congress  this  year. 

I  cannot  find  it  in  my  heart  to  delay 
for  a  moment  the  increased  pensions  for 
the  aged,  and  the  public  assistance  for 
the  needy  and  the  blind  and  the  chil¬ 
dren  of  our  country.  I  must  therefore, 
for  my  part,  accept  the  Knowland 
amendment  as  violently  as  I  disagree 


with  the  wisdom  of  it.  I  accept  it,  how¬ 
ever,  with  a  heavy  heart. 

None  of  us  is  so  naive  as  not  to  realize 
that  a  law,  in  large  measure,  is  what 
administration  makes  of  it.  Upder  the 
terms  of  the  Knowland  amendment,  the 
unemployment  compensatioraiuthorities 
of  a  State  could  interpret/their  unem¬ 
ployment  compensation  l<Cw  in  a  man¬ 
ner  wholly  at  varianc^from  the  clear 
intent  of  the  language^  the  law.  The 
Secretary  of  Labor  Wuld  be  powerless  to 
raise  any  question  m  whether  that  ad¬ 
ministration  confirms  to  the  clear  in¬ 
tent  of  the  law  iis  enacted  by  Congress. 
This  is  a  virtual  abandonment  by  the 
Congress  of  its  obligation  to  insure  uni¬ 
formity  and'"  consistency  of  administra¬ 
tion  of  tne  unemployment  insurance 
provisions  of  the  law. 

This/provision  may  be  used  in  many 
States  by  those  interested  in  breaking 
strides.  The  whole  force  of  unemploy- 
nt  insurance  administration  may  be 
ought  to  bear  to  threaten  men  who 
are  unemployed  with  the  penalty  of 
losing  their  unemployment  compensa¬ 
tion  unless  they  are  willing  to  scab,  to 
take  the  jobs  of  strikers.  This  is  only 
one  of  the  grave  misuses  to  which  this 
provision  could  be  put. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  there  were  some 
way — I  know  some  way  was  sought  in 
the  House — to  set  this  provision  aside. 
It  was  adopted  in  the  Senate  in  haste. 
I  was  the  only  Senator  who  protested. 
It  will  be  regretted  at  leisure.  Neverthe¬ 
less,  I  shall  vote  for  the  conference  re¬ 
port.  I  hope  that  the  next  Congress — 
or,  if  it  were  possible,  this  Congress — 
will  correct  this  inequity. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Geor¬ 
gia  has  been  kind  enough  to  say  to  me 
that  he  plans  to  prepare  a  statement  in 
some  detail  on  the  coverage  proposed  for 
agricultural  workers  under  the  provisions 
of  the  conference  report,  and  to  insert  it 
in  the  Record  tomorrow  so  that  the 
statement  will  become  a  part  of  the  leg¬ 
islative  history  of  the  bill.  With  that 
understanding  I  am  very  happy  to  accede 

Nto  a  vote  on  the  conference  report  at 
this  time. 

•  Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  President,  if  there 
is\o  further  address  to  be  made  on  the 
conference  report,  I  hope  we  may  have  it 
agreed 

The  '^PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question^  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MAYBl^NK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  frd»p  New  York  yield? 

Mr.  IVES.  I  jT^ld  to  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina.  ' 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  demand  the  regular 
order.  Since  the  conference  report  on 
the  social  security  bill  has  been  agreed 
to  I  ask  that  the  Senate  return  to  the 
consideration  of  the  Federal-aid  highway 
bill  which  was  taken  up  this  morning. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  I  intend  to 
speak  on  that  toil. 

FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1950 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act, 
appproved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355), 
as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  au- 
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thorize  appropriations  for  continuing 
the  construction  of  highways,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  the  Senator 
from  New  York  is  speaking  on  H.  R.  7941, 
and  in  particular  he  is  speaking  on  the 
amendment  which  has  been  offered  by 
the  junior  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Lodge],  which  substitutes  in  the 
Senate  bill  the  apportionment  formula, 
based  on  population  alone,  for  Federal 
interstate  highway  funds,  which,  is  con¬ 
tained  in  the  House-passed  bill. 

The  question  to  be  decided  is.  Which 
standard  of  allocation  best  serves  the 
needs  of  interstate  read  development? 
In  the  bill  before  the  Senate,  contrary  to 
the  recommendation  of  every  expert  in 
the  field,  population  as  the  sole  criterion 
for  apportionment  has  been  rejected 
Instead  of  population  alone,  the  pending 
bill  contains  a  three-way  formula  based 
on  State  area,  mileage  of  rural  mail 
routes,  and  only  incidentally  population. 

To  adopt  this  allocation  formula  would 
be  to  ignore  the  accumulated  knowledge 
of  men  closely  acquainted  with  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  highway  development  and  seri¬ 
ously  to  endanger  the  success  of  the  en¬ 
tire  interstate  program. 

The  Senate  bill  rejects  expert  advice 
and  accepts  in  its  place  apportionment 
criteria  that  bear  little  relation  to  tire 
economic  realities  of  interstate  highway 
transport. 

The  Senate  committee  formula  fails 
to  reflect  accurately  the  interstate  high¬ 
way  needs  of  each  State. 


The  American  Association  of  State 
Highway  Officials,  made  up  of  represent¬ 
atives  of  the  48  State  highway  depart¬ 
ments,  announced  at  its  1949  convention 
that — 

Undoubtedly,  funds  for  interstate  highway 
development  should  be  made  available  to 
each  State  on  the  basis  of_a  new  formula  of 
population. 

But  support  for  the  population  appor¬ 
tionment  criterion  is  by  no  means  con¬ 
fined  to  State  agencies. 

The  President  of  the  United  States,  in 
his  report  on  the  highway  needs  of  the 
national  defense  said: 

Consideration  should  be  given  to  th«  ad¬ 
visability  of  the  authorization  of  additional 
Federal  appropriations  earmarked  for  ex¬ 
penditure  only  on  the  interstate  system. 
*  *  *  Funds  so  authorized  should  be  ap¬ 

portioned  among  the  States  in  such  propor¬ 
tions  as  to  permit  substantially  equal  progress 
in  the  correction  of  existing  deficiencies  in 
all  States. 

With  the  President’s  goal  of  equal 
progress  in  mind,  the  Commissioner  of 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  in  his  testi¬ 
mony  before  the  Senate  committee  said 
that — 

The  proposal  for  the  apportionment  of  in¬ 
terstate  highway  funds  on  the  basis  of  popu¬ 
lation  is  probably  as  fair  and  reasonable  a 
formula  as  can  be  developed  on  the  basis  of 
all  available  information. 

The  Commissioner’s  opinion  is  well 
supported  by  statistical  studies. 


Estimates  of  the  amount  necessary  in 
each  State  to  build  an  interstate  high¬ 
way  system  adequate  for  national  de¬ 
fense  and  development  show  that  the 
estimated  amounts- are  most  closely  ap¬ 
proximated  by  an  apportionment  for¬ 
mula  based  on  population. 

This  is  seen  by  comparison  of  the  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  necessary  interstate  high¬ 
way'  construction — by  States — as  pre¬ 
pared  by  the  Administrator  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Security  Agency  with  the  amounts 
that  the  alternative  formulas  would 
grant  each  State. 

In  44  of  the  48  States,  the  straight 
population  formula  comes  closer  to  esti¬ 
mated  need  than  does  the  Senate  pro¬ 
posal. 

It  is  immediately  apparent  that  the 
needs  of  the  more  populous  States  are 
ignored  by  the  Senate  committee  for¬ 
mula;  thus  interstate  highway  develop¬ 
ment — under  the  Senate  bill — would  be 
seriously  hampered  in  those  very  areas 
where  the  need  is  greatest. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  my 
remarks  two  tables,  designated  as  ex¬ 
hibit  L  One  table  shows  the  estimated 
needs  by  States-.  The  other  shows  how 
much  the  alternative  formulas  would 
grant  to  each  State. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
(exhibit  I)  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

(Exhibit  I,  chart  I,  not  printed  in  Record.) 


Exhibit  I 

Table  1. — Mileage  of  the  interstate  highway  s  ystem  and  estimated  costs  of  improvements  proposed,  by  States 


State 

Mileage  of  the  system,  when,  improved 

Estimated  total  cost  of  improvements  proposed 

Rural 

Percent 
of  total 

Urban 

Percent 
of  total 

Total 

Percent 
of  total 

Rural 

Percent 
of  total 

Urban 

Percent 
of  total 

Total 

Percent 
of  total 

Alabama.  _ 

826.2 

2.46 

64.6 

1.83 

890.8 

2.40 

$73, 306, 050 

1.23 

$14, 670, 200 

0.28 

$87,  976,  250 

0.78 

Arizona _ 

1, 123.  3 

3.34 

13.6 

.39 

1,  ISO. 9 

3.06 

80„579,  000 

1.35 

11, 529, 000 

.22 

92, 108, 000 

.82 

Arkansas _ 

476. 5 

1.42 

41.3 

1.17 

517.8 

1.39 

58/752,400 

.98 

19,  536,  800 

.37 

78,  289,  200 

.69 

California 

1,  714..2 

5.10 

1S6.TT 

5.29 

1,  900.  5 

5.11 

552,  672, 000 

9.25 

616,  755, 000 

11.  65 

1, 169.  427,  0C0 

10.38 

Colorado _ 

627.1 

1.S6 

34.6 

.98 

661.  7 

1.78 

39, 175,  883 

.66 

33, 117,  640 

.62 

72,  293,  523 

.64 

Connecticut _ _ _ 

163.3 

.49 

99.1 

2.  82 

262.4 

.71 

63,.  596,000 

1.06 

155,  706,000 

2.  94 

219, 302, 000 

1. 95 

Delaware  \ 

22.9 

.07 

2.6 

.07 

25.5 

.07 

25, 019,  500 

.42 

24,  409, 000 

.46 

49,  423,  500 

.44 

Florida _ 

1, 012. 6 

3.01 

128. 6 

3.65 

1. 141.2 

3.07 

63, 137, 100 

1.06 

52, 125,  400 

.98 

115,  262.  500 

1.02 

Georeia . . 

1, 027. 3 

3.05 

.  83. 3 

2.37 

1, 110. 6 

2.  99 

103, 148,  750 

1.  73 

72,  57S,  835 

1.37 

175,  727,  585 

L  56 

Idaho _ 

608.2 

1.81 

8.7 

.25 

616.9 

1.66 

46,  773, 000 

.78 

3,  470, 000 

.07 

50,  243,  000 

.45 

Illinois _ 

1,  314. 1 

3.  91 

226.8 

6.44 

1.  540.  9 

4. 15 

321, 168,042 

5. 38 

535,  209,  461 

10.11 

856, 377,  503 

7.60 

Indiana _ _ 

906. 0 

2.69 

159.4 

4.53 

'  1,065.4 

2.87 

139,  233,  570 

2.33 

250, 203, 840 

4.73 

389, 437,  410 

3.46 

Iowa _ : _ 

640.  5 

L  90 

29.7 

.84 

670;  2 

1.80 

68,  935,  700 

1.15 

9.  413, 000 

.18 

78. 348,  700 

.70 

Kansas  —  _  _ 

672.8 

2. 00 

2S.7 

.82 

701.  5 

1. 89 

71,  698, 390 

1.20 

18, 085, 000 

.34 

89,  783, 390 

.80 

Kentucky  . . 

578.8 

1.72 

69.6 

1.98 

648.4 

1.74 

100,  534,  698 

1.6S 

81, 398, 001 

1.54 

181,  932,  699 

1.  61 

Louisiana _ 

470.  7 

1.40 

126.4 

3.59 

597. 1 

1.61 

89, 065,  900 

1.49 

131,944. 000 

2.49 

221, 009,  900 

1.  96 

Maine  _  _  . 

277.8 

.83 

22.6 

.64 

300.4 

.81 

43,  740, 000 

.73 

30, 431, 000 

.58 

74. 171,000 

.66 

Maryland  . . . 

219.8 

.65 

45.  7* 

1,30 

265.  5 

.71 

140, 493,  484 

2.35 

_  101,  784,  296 

'  1.92 

242,  277,  730 

2.15 

Massachusetts . 

176.8 

.53 

159.  0 

4.  52 

335.8 

.90. 

112,  783,  600 

1.89 

339. 112,  500 

6. 41 

451, 896, 100 

4.01 

Michigan . . . 

894.1 

2.66 

68.4 

1.  94 

962.5 

2.59 

181,  335, 450 

3.04 

235, 063,  700 

4.44 

416, 399. 150 

3.70 

Minnesota _ 

766.9 

2.28 

83.6 

2.37 

850.5 

2.  29 

58,395,  501 

.98 

103, 115,  543 

1.  95 

161.  511, 044 

1.43 

Mississippi . . . 

569.3 

1.69 

121.7 

3.46 

691.0 

1.86 

62, 017, 800 

1.04 

26, 122, 000 

.49 

88, 139,  800 

.78 

Missouri  _ 

1,032.8 

3.07 

38.0 

1.  OS 

1,  070.  8 

2.88 

133,  579,  990 

2.24 

101,  704. 000 

1.92 

235,  283,  990 

2.09 

Montana.  _  _ 

1,  217.  4 

3,62 

26.3 

-  .  /o 

1,  243.  7 

3.35 

108,  507,  450 

1.82 

8, 097;  000 

.15 

116, 604, 450 

1.03 

Nebraska _ 

453.9 

1.35 

6.7 

.19 

460.6 

1.24 

40, 869, 000 

.68 

7,  370,  000 

.14 

48. 2o9,  000 

.43 

Nevada . . . . 

526.3 

1.56 

11.0 

.31 

537.3 

1.45 

17, 940, 300 

.30 

1, 62S,  000 

.03 

19,  568,  300 

►17 

New  Hampshire . . 

169.0 

.50 

32.0 

.91 

2or.o 

.55 

26,  910, 000 

.45 

13,  419, 000 

.25 

40, 329,  000 

.36 

New  Jersey _ _ 

90.3 

.27 

102.1 

2.  90 

192.4 

.52 

59,  703,  300 

1.00 

344, 350, 100 

6.51 

404, 053,  400 

3. 59 

New  Mexico . 

989.7 

2.94 

22.8 

.  65 

1,012.5 

2.  72 

52,  257, 000 

.87 

5,  352,  700 

.  11 

58, 109,  700 

.52 

New  York  _ 

962.3 

2.86 

72.0 

2.04 

1,  034. 3 

2.78 

613, 146, 000 

10.  77 

219, 135,  000 

4.14 

862,  233,000 

7.65 

North  Carolina 

637.0 

1.89 

75.7 

2. 15 

712.7 

1.-92 

42,  993, 000 

.72 

29, 864, 000 

.56 

72, 857. 000 

.65 

North  Dakota . . 

478.8 

1.42 

19.5 

.55 

498. 3 

1.34 

29,365, 120 

.49 

15,  785, 600 

.30 

45, 150,  720 

.40 

Ohio  ... _  .  , 

999.8 

2.  97 

216.6 

6.  T5 

1,216.4 

3.27 

396, 185,  000 

6.  63 

362,  406,  000 

6.  85 

758,  591,  000 

6.73 

Oklahoma _ _ _ 

734.4 

2.  IS 

45.7 

1.30 

780. 1 

2. 10 

136,  767,  500 

2.  29 

29,  650.  000 

.  56 

166,  417,  500 

1.48 

Oregon. _ _  _  . 

675.  2 

2.  01 

27.8 

.79 

703.0 

1.89 

94,  450,  000 

1.58 

23,  465,  000 

.44 

117,  915,  000 

1.  05 

Pennsylvania . . 

1,  025.  9 

3.  05 

331.0 

9.40 

1,  356.  9 

3.  65 

528,  013,  000 

8.  84 

398,  566,  000 

7.53 

926,  579,  000 

8.22 

P-hode  Island _ _ 

23.4 

.07 

25.2 

.72 

48.6 

.13 

6,  082,000 

.10 

79.  925,  976 

1.51 

86,  007,  976 

.76 

South  Carolina . 

604.5 

1.80 

92.5 

2.63 

697.0 

1.  88 

39.  425,  750 

.66 

80, 143,000 

1.51 

119,  568,  750 

1.06 

South  Dakota . . 

499.  5 

1.48 

15.2 

.43 

514.  7 

1.  39 

40, 196,  800 

.67 

4,  638,  000 

.09 

44, 834.  800 

.40 

Tennessee 

967.2 

2.88 

77.7 

2.  21 

1,044.9 

2.  81 

172,  634,  734 

2.89 

69,  022,  782 

1.30 

241,  657,  516 

2.15 

Texas _ 

2,  573.  0 

7.  65 

191.8 

6.45 

2,  764.  8 

7.44 

286,  883,  400 

4.  80 

149, 104,  200 

2. 82 

435,  987,  600 

8.  87 

1  tab _  ..  . 

672.3 

2.  DO 

31.8 

.90 

704  1 

1.  89 

61,  208,  300 

1.03 

23,  045,  000 

.44 

84,  253,  300 

.75 

Vermont  . 

311.4 

.93 

28.4 

.81 

339.8 

.91 

47,  508,  220 

.80 

6,  910,  300 

■  .13 

54,  418,  520 

.48 

t  irginia..  _ 

844.6 

2.  51 

57. 1 

1.62 

901.7 

2.43 

170,  536,  000 

2.  86 

36,  773,  COO 

.69 

207,  309,  COO 

1.84 

V>  ashincton _ 

521.0 

lr55 

58.5 

1.66 

579.5 

1.56 

118,  363.  500 

1.98 

66,  096,  600 

1.25 

184,  460, 100 

1.64 

W  est  Virginia _ 

165.7 

.49 

46.2 

1.  31 

211.9 

.57 

94,  514,  500 

1.  58 

112,  095,  000 

2.12 

206, 609,  500 
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Table  1. — Mileage  of  the  interstate  highway  system  and  estimated  costs  of  improvements  proposed,  by  States — Continued 


Mileage  of  the  system,  when  improved 

Estimated  total  cost  of  improvements  proposed 

State 

Rural 

Percent 
of  total 

Urban 

Percent 
of  total 

Total 

Percent 
of  total 

Rural 

Percent 
of  total 

Urban 

Percent 
of  total 

Total 

Percent 
of  total 

Wisconsin . . . 

424.4 

1.26 

24.7 

0.70 

449. 1 

1.21 

$75,  025,  050 

1. 26 

$52, 178,  950 

0.99 

$127,204,  000 

1.13 

949.0 

2.  82 

23.7 

.67 

972.7 

2.  62 

64, 309,  750 

.91 

5,  759,910 

.11 

60, 009, 6G0 
180, 670, 000 

.53 

16.6 

.47 

16.6 

.04 

180, 670, 000 

3.41 

1.60 

33,  638.  0 

100. 00 

3,  520. 9 

100. 00 

37, 158. 9 

100. 00 

5, 972, 936,  482 

100. 00 

6, 293, 435, 334 

100. 00 

11,266,371,816 

100.00 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  the  eco¬ 
nomics  of  interstate  highway  transport 
also  show  that  the  straight  population 
apportionment  formula  is,  by  far,  the 
most  realistic  one. 

There  is  a  direct  relationship  between 
population  and  motor  vehicle  use;  and 
experts  agree  that  the  extent  of  motor 
vehicle  use  of  roads  is  the  greatest  single 
determining  factor  in  measuring  each 
State’s  interstate  highway  needs. 

The  relation  between  population  and 


motor  vehicle  use  is  shown  equally  clear¬ 
ly  by  two  different  statistical  studies. 

First,  population  and  road  use  can  be 
related  by  comparing  census  population 
figures  with  road  usage  as  measured  by 
Federal  gasoline  taxes  paid. 

The  Brookings  Institution,  in  its  book 
American’  Highway  Policy,  says: 

In  final  analysis,  the  gasoline  tax  may  be 
considered  the  best  device  for  measuring  the 
dynamic  factors  of  highway  occupancy. 

Indeed,  logic  attests  to  the  common 
sense  truthfulness  of  that  statement. 


For  the  amount  of  gasoline  purchased 
within  a  State  would  seem  to  show — 
approximately— the  number  of  miles 
traveled  by  motor  vehicles  over  that! 
State’s  roads. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  at  this  point  in  my  remarks 
two  more  tables,  designated  as  exhibit 
II,  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
(exhibit  II)  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 


Exhibit  II 


Table  1. — Estimates  of  the  total  and  civilian  population  of  the  United  States,  by  regions,  divisions,  and  States:  July  1,  1949 


I  Total  population  figures  include  persons  in  the  Armed  Forces  stationed  in  each  State  and  exclude  members  of  the  Armed  Forces  overseas.  Estimates  are  rounded  to  the 
1  nearest  thousand  without  being  adjusted  to  group  totals,  which  are  independently  rounded.  Derived  figures  are  based  on  the  unrounded  absolute  numbers] 


Total  population 

Civilian  population 

Region,  division,  and  State 

July  1,  1949 

Apr.  1,  1940 
(census) 

Increase  (+)  or  decrease 
(-),  1940  to  1949 

July  1,  1949 

Apr.  1,  1940 

Increase  (+)  or  decrease 
(-),  1940  to  1949 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

United  States _ ... . . . 

1  148, 720, 000 

131, 669, 275 

+17, 051, 000 

+12.9 

147, 752, 000 

131, 401, 985 

+16,350, 000 

+12.4 

^Regions: 

The  Northeastern  States . . . 

39, 195, 000 

35, 976,  777 

+3,  218, 000 

+8.9 

39, 066, 000 

35, 938, 020 

+3, 128, 000 

+8.7 

The  North  Central  States _ 

44, 181, 000 

40, 143, 332 

+4,  038, 000 

+10.1 

44, 078, 000 

40, 118, 881 

+3,  959, 000 

+9.9 

The  South... . . . . . . . 

45,  558, 000 

41,  665,  901 

+3,  892,  000 

+9.3 

45, 065,  000 

41,521,487 

+3, 544,  000 

+8.5 

The  West . . . 

The  Northeastern  States: 

19,786,000 

13, 883,  265 

+5,  903,  000 

+42.5 

19,  543, 000 

13, 823, 597 

+5, 720, 000 

+41.4 

New  England.  . . 

9,  298,  000 

8,  437,  290 

+860,  000 

+10.2 

9,  259,  000 

8,423,129 

.  +S36, 000 

+9.9 

Middle  Atlantic. . . . 

The  North  Central  States: 

29,  897,  000 

27,  539,  487 

+2, 358,  000 

+8.6 

29, 807,  000 

27, 514,  S91 

+2,  292,  000 

+8.3 

East  North  Central . . 

30, 139,  000 

26,  626,  342 

+3,  512,  000 

+13.2 

30;  072.  000 

26, 609, 703 

+3, 462, 000 

+13.0 

West  North  Central . . . . 

14,  042,  000 

13,  516,  990 

+525,  000 

+3.9 

14, 006,  000 

13, 509, 178 

+497,  000 

+3.7 

The  South: 

South  Atlantic . . . 

19,  954,  000 

17,  823, 151 

+2, 131,  000 

+12.0 

19,  675,  000 

17,  730,  642 

+1,  945,  000 

+11.0 

East  South  Central.. . . . 

11.177,000 

10,  778,  225 

+399,  000 

+3.7 

11.114, 000 

10,761,311 

+352, 000 

+3.3 

West  South  Central.. . . . . . 

14, 427,  000 

13,  064,  525 

+1, 362,  000 

+10.4 

14,  276,  000 

13, 029,  534 

+1, 246,  000 

+9.6 

The  West: 

Mountain.. . . . 

4, 802, 000 

4, 150,  003 

+652, 000 

+15.7 

4,  753,  000 

4, 145,  454 

+607, 000 

+14.7 

Pacific . . 

New  England: 

14,  984,  000 

9,  733,  262 

+5,  251, 000 

+53.9 

14,  791, 000 

9, 678, 143 

+5, 112,  000 

+52.8 

Maine _ _ _ _ _ _ 

909,  000 

847.226 

+62,  000 

+7.3 

907.  000 

845, 153 

+61, 000 

+7.3 

New  Hampshire . . 

644,  000 

491,  524 

+53,  000 

+10.7 

540,  000 

490,  626 

+50,  000 

+10.1 

Vermont.  . . . . . . 

369,  000 

359, 231 

+9,  000 

+2.6 

368,  000 

358,  851 

+10.  000 

+2.7 

Massachusetts'. . . . . 

4,  713. 000 

4,  316,  721 

+397,  000 

+9.2 

4,  692,  000 

4,  313,  799 

+378,  000 

+8.8 

Rhode  Island . . . 

743,  000 

713,  346 

+29,  000 

+4.1 

737,000 

707,  846 

+29,  000 

4-4. 1 

Connecticut . 

2,  019,  000 

1,  709,  242 

+310,  COO 

+18.1 

2,  015,  000 

1,  706,  854 

+308,  000 

+18.0 

Middle  Atlantic: 

New  York. . 

14,  392,  000 

13,  479, 142 

+913,  000 

+6.8 

14, 365.  000 

13, 462, 417 

+903,  000 

+6.7 

New  Jersey... . . . 

4.  873,  000 

4. 160, 165 

+713,  000 

+17.1 

4.  824,  000 

4, 156,  594 

+068,  000 

+16.1 

Pennsylvania . 

10, 633,  000 

9, 900, 180 

+733,  000 

+7.4 

10,  618,  000 

9,  895,  SS0 

+722,  000 

+7.3 

East  North  Central: 

Ohio. . 

7, 989.  000 

6,  907,  612 

+1, 081,  009 

+15.7 

7,  980,  000 

6, 905, 058 

+1,  075,  000 

+  15.  6 

Indiana . . . 

3,  994,  000 

3, 427,  796 

+567,  000 

+16.5 

3, 991,  000 

3,  427, 389 

+564,  000 

+16.5 

Illinois _ _ 1 _ 

8,  449,  000 

7,  897,  241 

+552,  000 

+7.0 

8,  402,  000 

7,  887, 193 

+515,  000 

+6.5 

Michigan . . . . 

6,  352.  000 

6,  256, 106 

+1,  096,  000 

+20.8 

6,  344,  000 

5,  252,  879 

+1,  092, 000 

+20.8 

Wisconsin . 

3, 355,  000 

3, 137,  587 

+217,  000 

+6.9 

3,  354,  000 

3, 137, 184 

+217,  000 

+6.9 

West  North  Central: 

Minnesota... . . . 

2,  977,  000 

2, 792, 300 

+185, 000 

+6.6 

2,  976, 000 

2,  791,  928 

+1S4,  000 

+6.6 

Iowa . . . . 

2,  643, 000 

2,  538,  268 

+105,  000 

+4.1 

2,  643, 000 

2,  537,  596 

+105,  000 

+4.1 

Missouri  . . . . . 

3, 935,  000 

8,  784,  664 

+150, 000 

+4.0 

3,  933, 000 

3,  783, 748 

+149, 000 

+3.9 

North  Dakota . 

605,  000 

641,  935 

-37, 000 

-5.7 

605,  000 

641, 874 

-37, 000 

—5. 7 

South  Dakota. . . 

649, 000 

642,  961 

+6,  000 

+.9 

646,  000 

642,  865 

+3. 000 

+.5 

Nebraska... . . . . . 

1,  285, 000 

1,315,  834 

-31,000 

-2.3 

1,  282, 000 

1, 314,  234 

-32, 000 

-2.5 

Kansas . . 

1,  947,  000 

1,  801,  028 

+146,  000 

+8.1 

1,  921,  000 

1,  790,  933 

+124,  000 

+6.9 

South  Atlantic: 

Delaware _ _ 

311,000 

266,  505 

+44, 000 

+16.5 

310, 000 

266, 123 

+44,  000 

+  16.6 

Maryland .  . . . . . 

2, 175, 000 

1,  821,  244 

+354, 000 

+19.4 

2, 141,  000 

1,  813, 022 

+32S,  000 

+18.1 

District  of  Columbia . 

870,  000 

663, 091 

+207, 000 

+31.1 

840, 000 

658, 018 

+182, 000 

+27.6 

Virginia..  . . . . . . 

8, 102, 000 

2,  677, 773 

+425, 000 

+15.9 

3,  042, 000 

2,  649,  572 

+392,  000 

+14.8 

West  Virginia _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

1,  941, 000 

1,901,974 

+39,  000 

+2.1 

1,  941, 000 

1,  901, 91S 

+39. 000 

+2.0 

North  Carolina . . . 

3, 964, 000 

3,  571,  623 

+293,  000 

+8.2 

3, 813, 000 

3,  566, 133 

+247. 000 

+6.9 

South  Carolina.. . . . 

2, 001, 000 
8, 196, 000 

1,  899,  804 

+101,  000 

+5.3 

1.  981,000 

1,  885,  826 

+95.  000 

+5.0 

Georgia . . . . . . . 

3, 123,  723 

+73, 000 

+2.3 

3, 153, 000 

3, 099, 199 

+54, 000 

+  1.7 

Florida . . 

2, 494, 000 

1,  897, 414 

+597,  000 

+31.4 

2,  456,  000 

1,  S90, 831 

4-565, 000 

+29.9 

i  The  estimated  total  population  of  the  United  States  including  armed  forces  overseas,  for  July  1,  1949,  is  149,215,000. 
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Table  1. — Estimates  of  the  total  and  civilian  population  of  the  United  States,  by  regions,  divisions,  and  States,  July  1,  1949 — Continued 


Region,  division,  and  State 

Total  population 

Civilian  population 

July  1,  1949 

Apr.  1, 1940 
(census) 

Increase  (+)  or  decrease 
(-),  1940  to  1949 

July  1, 1949 

Apr.  1,  1940 

Increase  (+)  or  decrease 
(-),  1940  to  1949 

Number 

Percent 

Number 

Percent 

East  South  Cental: 

e# 

Kentucky  __ . . . . . . 

2,  893, 000 

2,  845,  627 

+47,  000 

+1.7 

2, 863, 000 

2,  840,  881 

+22, 000 

+.8 

Tennessee . . 

3, 234, 000 

2,  915,  841 

+318, 000 

+10.9 

3, 218, 000 

2,  915,  532 

+303, 000 

+io:  4 

Alabama.  . . 

2,  920,  000 

2,  832,  961 

+87,  000 

+3.1 

2,  913, 000 

2,  821,  498 

+91,000 

+3.2 

Mississippi . 

2, 130,  000 

2, 183,  796 

-54,  000 

-2.5 

2, 121, 000 

2, 183,  400 

-63,000 

-2.9 

West  South  Central: 

Arkansas . . . . 

1,  964,  000 

1,  949,  387 

+14,  000 

+.7 

1,  954,  000 

1,948,  036 

+6, 000 

+.3 

Louisiana . . . . . 

2, 630,  000 

2, 363,  880 

+266,  000 

+11.3 

2,  620,  000 

2,  359,  349 

+261,  000 

+11.1 

Oklahoma . . . . - . 

2,  302,  000 

2,  336,  434 

-35,  000 

-1.5 

2,  288,  000 

2,  332,  800 

-45,  000 

-1.9 

Texas . 

7,  532,  000 

6,  414,  824 

+1,117,  000 

+17.4 

7,  413,  000 

6,  389,  349 

+1,  024,  000 

+16.0 

Mountain: 

Montana . . - . 

521,  000 

559,  456 

-39,  000 

-6.9 

517,  000 

559,  380 

-43,  000 

-7.6 

Idaho..  _ _ _ _ 

592,  000 

524,  873 

+67,  000 

+12.8 

590,  000 

524,  873 

+65,  000 

+12.4 

Wyoming . 

284.  000 

250,  742 

+34,  000 

+13.4 

279, 000 

249, 861 

+29,  000 

+11.8 

Colorado _ _ 

1,  215,  000 

1, 123,  296 

+92,  000 

+8.2 

1, 199,  000 

1,121,510 

+77.  000 

+6.9 

New  Mexico . . . 

589.  000 

531,818 

+57,  000 

+10.8 

578,  000 

531,  785 

+47,  000 

+8.7 

Arizona . . . . 

745,  000 

499,  261 

+245,  000 

+49. 1 

737,  000 

497,  864 

+239,  000 

+48.0 

Utah . 

682,  000 

550,  310 

+  132,  000 

+24.0 

681,  000 

550,  059 

+  131,000 

+23.7 

Nevada . 

174,  000 

110,  247 

+64,  000 

+57.7 

172,  000 

110, 122 

+62,  000 

-j-56. 0 

Pacific: 

Washington . 

2,  582,  000 

1,  736, 191 

+846.  000 

+48.7 

2,  526,  000 

1,  732,  313 

+793.  000 

+45.8 

Oregon . . 

1,  736.  000 

1,  089,  684 

+647,  000 

+59.3 

1,  734,  000 

1,  088,  460 

+646,  000 

+59.3 

California . 

10,  665,  000 

6,  907, 387 

+3,  758,  000 

+54.4 

10,  531,  000 

6, 857, 370 

+3, 673, 000 

+53.6 

Table  2. — Estimated  amounts  of  Federal  motor-vehicle  taxes  paid  by  highway  users,  1948  1 

[Thousands  of  dollars] 


Excise  taxes 


State 

Motor  vehicles  and  parts 

Gasoline 

Lubricat¬ 
ing  oil 

Automo¬ 
biles  and 
motor¬ 
cycles 

Trucks, 

busses, 

and 

trailers 

Parts  and 
acces¬ 
sories 

Tires  and 
tubes 

Total 

Total 

excise 

taxes 

6, 153 
2,739 
4,200 
40,  486 
4,  371 
6,039 
1,062 
8,  281 
8,  201 

2, 156 
25, 101 
13,  006 
8,  900 

513 

3, 174 

2,851 

1,766 

786 

2,  212 

10, 003 

16, 669 

228 

L  020 

'772 

3'  563 
6,  726 

6|  530 
11,  276 
99,  582 

350 

1, 674 
21,  369 
2, 194 
3,984 
785 

2,338 

8,181 

1,570 

1,266 

1,205 
11,  621 

1,  509 
14,  551 
1,  571 
2,170 
382 

3,  374 

55|  722 
6,  590 
9, 153 
1,886 

12,  072 

13,  593 
3,592 

41.S92 
19,  S22 

14,  535 
10, 837 
10, 469 

9,317 
4, 107 

364 

1,255 

11,  325 

503 

1,  733 
305 

15,  695 
3, 036 

88 

'414 

600 

4,  219 
4, 687 
1,143 
18,  937 
7,  939 

2,500 
'  3,605 
1,055 
6,729 
3,  476 
3,  369 
2, 843 
2.  834 

2, 377 

2, 976 
2,947 

2i;  043 
22,  477 

683 

2;  354 
619 

180 

5^  928 
69, 085 
33,  912 
24, 177 
17,  792 
17,  597 

2,092 

1,084 

742 

7,  205 
3, 733 

9,021 

4,674 
3, 199 
2,  307 
2,  365 
2,078 
996 

5,  412 
3,844 
3,  382 
3,527 
1,358 
4, 142 

2+55 
1,843 
1,888 
1,  659 
795 

6,  420 

535 

6,  580 

548 

5,781 
2,771 
5,  695 
11,  514 

482 

2, 053 
958 

15,580 
7, 109 
15,  690 
30,228 
60,  344 
25,  034 

231 

1,696 
2,  285 

1,635 
3,  305 

2,  047 

9;  520 
17,  754 

960 

8,026 
19,  692 
6,  027 

4, 138 
7,  396 
3,  312 

20,  578 
9,  215 

1,714 

768 

5,  057 
3.  067 

5,  907 

38, 052 
15.  051 

Minnesota. . . . . . . . 

2,'  645 

Mississippi _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

4,  763 

397 

2,217 

2,313 

1,367 

1,712 

7,609 

12,  769 

Missouri  ...  _  _____ 

12,  642 

1,  053 
177 

7,  322 

4,040 

3,  629 

4,543 

762 

19,  534 

33,229 

Montana  ___  _  _  _  . 

2, 120 

1,414 

1,336 

608 

4, 120 

6,417 

Nebraska . . . . . . . . . 

4,832 

403 

2,  766 

2,130 

1,  387 

1,737 

315 

8,  020 

13,  255 

Nevada . __ . . . . . . . 

877 

73 

395 

211 

252 

1,173 

2,123 

New  Hampshire . . . . . 

1,  605 

134 

827 

491 

461 

577 

2,356 

4,  095 

New  Jersey _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

14,  416 

1,201 

9,180 

3,  223 

4. 138 

5, 181 

21,  722 

37, 339 

New  Mexico . . . . . . _ . . . 

2,411 

201 

855 

777 

692 

866 

3, 190 

5.802 

New  York . _ . _ . . . _ . 

29,  995 

2,  500 

26,  554 

7,981 

8,610 

10.  780 

53.  925 

86, 420 

North  Carolina.. . .  ...  . . .  . . . . . 

10,  009 

834 

4,  677 

3,  586 

2,  873 

3,  597 

14,  733 

25,576 

North  Dakota _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

1,  812 

151 

1,049 

1,  059 

520 

651 

3,  279 

.  5,  242 

Ohio . . . .  ...  .  .  . . . . . 

25,203 
6,  591 

2,100 

549 

17,290 

6, 104 

7,234 

9,  058 

39.  6S6 

66, 989 

Oklahoma . . .  . . . . . 

3,  528 

2,881 

1,892 

2.369 

10,  670 

17,  810 

Oregon.  . .  .  ...  . . . . — 

5,  916 

493 

3, 113 

1,  989 

1,698 

2,126 

8,  926 

15,335 

Pennsylvania . .  .  .  .  _ _ _ _ _ 

26,  082 

2, 173 

20.  235 

7,703 

7,486 

9,374 

44,  798 

73,  053 

Rhode  Island _  .  .  .  _ _ _ _ _ 

2,029 

169 

1,556 

588 

583 

729 

3,456 

5,654 

South  Carolina _  _ _ _ 

4, 879 

407 

2,402 

1,602 

1,  400 

1,754 

7, 158 

12, 444 

South  Dakota .  .  . . . . 

2,341 

195 

1, 126 

1,006 

3,420 

672 

842 

3,  646 

6, 182 

Tennessee _  _ 

7,  573 

631 

4,  721 

2,173 

1  2,  722 

13, 036 

21,  240 

Texas . .  . . 

26, 384 

2,199 

13,  218 

8,658 

7,573 

9,482 

38,  931 

67,  514 

Utah . .  . 

2, 306 

192 

1,  089 

763 

662 

829 

3,343 

5,841 

Vermont _ _  _ _ 

1,225 

102 

706 

549 

352 

440 

2,  047 

3,374 

Virginia.. . . .  ..  . . . . 

8,  794 

733 

5,771 

3,  007 

2,  524 

3, 160 

14, 462 

23,989 

"Washington. .  ___  _ 

7,802 

650 

4,248 

2,308 

2,240 

2,804 

11,  600 

20,  052 

West  Virginia _ _  _ _ _ 

4, 567 

381 

1,  970 

1,544 

1,311 

1,642 

6,  467 

11.415 

Wisconsin _ _  _ 

10,524 

877 

6,  612 

2,991 

3,021 

3,782 

16, 406 

27,  807 

Wyoming  ..  _ 

1,387 

116 

688 

620 

398 

499 

2,205 

3,708 
6,  566 

District  of  Columbia _  _  _  . . 

2,354 

196 

1,984 

510 

676 

846 

4,  016 

Continental  United  States  .  _ _ _ 

430,688 

35,  891 

274,  048 

132,  309 

123,  623 

154,  790 

684,  770 

1, 151,  349 

Alaska _ 

113 

9 

146 

164 

32 

41 

383 

505 

Hawaii _ 

977 

82 

534 

291 

281 

351 

1,457 

2,516 

Total _  .. 

431, 778 

35, 982 

274,  728 

132,  764 

123,936 

155, 182 

686,  610 

1, 154,  370 

1  Both  the  highway-user  portion  of  total  taxes  paid  and  the  distribution  by  States  were  estimated  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  based  on  U.  S.  Bureau  of  Internal  Revenue 
collections.  Amounts  paid  on  U.  S.  Government  pm- chases,  as  estimated  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  have  been  excluded. 
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Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  one  t&ble, 
prepared  by  the  United  States  Bureau 
of  the' Census,  shows  the  estimated  pop¬ 
ulation  by  States  as  of  July  1949.  In 
this  connection,  Mr.  President,  I  will  say 
that  I  did  not  endeavor  to  obtain  the 
estimated  figures  for  the  year  1950,  be¬ 
cause  they  are  not  final,  and  not  official, 
and  the  figures  themselves  were  approxi¬ 
mately  the  same  as  those  estimated  for 
1949.  The  other  table,  prepared  by  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  shows  the 
amount  of  highway  user — or  gasoline 
taxes — paid  by  each  State  during  the 
same  year. 


Accepting  gasoline  tax  receipts  as  the 
best  available  measure  of  motor  vehicle 
use,  examination  of  the  two  tables  shows 
a  direct  relationship  between  popula¬ 
tion  and  motor  vehicle  mileage. 

The  State  of  New  York,  for  example, 
pays  over  7  percent  of  the  tax  and  has 
a  little  under  9  percent  of  the  national 
population. 

About  the  same  percentage  relation¬ 
ship  between  tax  and  population  is 
found  in  all  the  States. 

The  second  method  for  establishing 
the  relationship  between  population  and 
motor  vehicle  use  is  comparison  of  cen¬ 
sus  population  figures  with  registration 


figures  of  automobiles,  trucks,  and  buses 
in  each  State.  Again  an  equally  clear 
picture  is  established. 

The  number  of  registered  vehicles 
varies  consistently  with  population. 

These  two  tables,  prepared  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce,  show  vehicle 
registrations. 

At  this  point  in  my  remarks  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  as 
exhibit  III  the  two  tables  to  which  I  have 
just  referred. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
(exhibit  III)  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 


Exhibit  III 

Table  1. — State  motor -vehicle  registrations,  1948 
[Compiled  for  calendar  year  from  reports  of  State  authorities]  1 2 


Motor  vehicles 


State 

Private  and  commercial 

Publicly  owned 

Total 

Automo- 

Trucks 

State, 

Total 

biles  (in¬ 
cluding 

Buss¬ 
es  3 

and 

tractor 

Total 

Fed¬ 
eral  4 * 

and 

taxicabs) 

trucks  3 

ipal s 

Ala . 

541,993 

533, 074 

391,704 

3,  859 

137, 511- 

8, 919 

1,496 

7,  423 

Ariz. . 

216,  702 

210, 997 

161,  547 

813 

48, 637 

5,705 

2,  477 

3,  228 

Ark . 

389,  410 

382,  433 

256,  527 

1,276 

124,  630 

6,977 

905 

6,072 

Calif . 

3,  798,  813 

3,  748,  307 

3,  194,  226 

6,801 

547,  280 

50,  506 

6,200 

44,  306 

Colo . . 

469,  545 

462,  336 

354,  748 

1,349 

106,  239 

7,  209 

2,  234 

4,  975 

Conn _ 

632, 053 

625,  479 

536,  867 

2,737 

85,  875 

6,  574 

385 

6, 189 

Del . 

88,  316 

87, 056 

68,  240 

512 

18,  304 

1,260 

117 

1, 143 

Fla . . 

782,  435 

770,935 

616,  432 

2,837 

151,  666 

11,500 

1,406 

10,  094 

Ga . 

716,287 

707,817 

540,  984 

3,  641 

163, 192 

8,  470 

1,891 

6,579 

Idaho . 

221,  983 

217,  569 

156,  979 

258 

00,  332 

4,  414 

1,  587 

2,827 

Ill.... . 

2,  222,  953 

2,  205,  066 

1,899,  305 

3,143 

302,  618 

17,  887 

2,  413 

15,  474 

Ind . 

1,  304,  824 

1,  295,  457 

1,059,  447 

8,530 

227,  480 

9,  367 

770 

8,597 

Iowa . 

897,  755 

887, 198 

734,  281 

1,  222 

151,  695 

10,  557 

544 

10,  013 

Kans . 

758, 149 

749,  765 

570,  705 

601 

178,  459 

8,384 

701 

7,683 

Ky_ . 

-  616,400 

608,  822 

468,  901 

3, 194 

136,  727 

7,578 

732 

6,846 

La . . 

518,  601 

512,  589 

390,  663 

3,471 

118,455 

6,012 

1,028 

4,  984 

Maine . 

251,  870 

248,  717 

187, 132 

647 

»  60,  938 

3, 153 

346 

2,  807 

Md_. . 

574,  005 

569,  082 

469,  500 

4,188 

95,  394 

4,  923 

1, 102 

3,  761 

Mass _ 

1,111,359 

1,  098,  793 

943,  329 

5,724 

149,  740 

12,  566 

1,  335 

11,231 

Mich . 

2,  005,  949 

1,  979,  329 

10 1 ,741 ,613 

4,200 

i«  233,  516 

26,  620 

1,  237 

25,  383 

Minn . . 

977,  474 

968,  478 

798, 144 

2,466 

167,868 

8,  996 

1,194 

7,  802 

Miss _ 

397,  723 

390,  974 

263,  239 

2,354 

125, 381 

6,749 

1, 101 

5,  648 

Mo... . 

1, 112,  229 

1, 104, 130 

876,  882 

4,040 

222, 608 

8,  099 

1,543 

6,  556 

Mont . 

221,  222 

215.  793 

145,  800 

834 

69, 159 

5,  429 

2,358 

3,  071 

Nebr . 

509,  666 

503,  815 

394,  306 

894 

10S,  615 

5,851 

928 

4,  923 

Nev . 

63,  223 

60,  999 

47,  328 

246 

13,  425 

2,224 

793 

1,431 

N.  H _ 

160,  487 

156,  975 

119,  611 

585 

36,  779 

3,512 

207 

3,  305 

N.  J _ 

1,  331,  916 

1,317,  719 

1, 112,  470 

5,989 

199,  260 

14, 197 

926 

13.  271 

N.  Mex _ 

178,  258 

173,  618 

126,  458 

1,  722 

45,  438 

4,640 

2,854 

1,786 

N.  Y _ 

3, 195,  072 

3,  155,  891 

2,  721,  884 

11,249 

422,  758 

39, 181 

3,  640 

35,  541 

N.  C _ 

848,  357 

831,  706 

659,  725 

2,941 

169, 040 

16,  651 

1,  099 

15,  552 

N.  Dak.... 

235,  743 

233,  544 

162,  796 

250 

70,  498 

2,199 

737 

1,462 

Ohio . 

2,  423,  264 

2, 396,  548 

2,  096,  623 

3,  629 

296,  296 

26,  716 

1,841 

24,  875 

Okla _ 

6a3,  465 

673,  240 

508,  318 

1,981 

162,  941 

10,  225 

1,295 

8,  930 

Oreg . 

574,  331 

564,  777 

448,  545 

1,496 

114,  736 

9,  554 

2,  004 

7, 550 

Pa.. . 

2,  570,  792 

2,  542,  632 

2,131,326 

9, 112 

402, 194 

28,160 

2,  040 

26. 120 

R.I . 

224,  244 

222,  049 

190,  452 

713 

30,  884 

2, 195 

135 

2,060 

S.  C _ 

484,  579 

476,  542 

381, 152 

2,389 

93,  001 

8,  037 

752 

7,  285 

S.  Dak.... 

249,  659 

246,  421 

185,  953 

305 

60, 163 

3,  238 

1,182 

2,056 

Tenn . 

672,  522 

660,  340 

518,  604 

2,716 

139,  020 

12, 182 

4,  827 

7, 355 

Tex. . 

2,  301,  638 

2,  271,  970 

1,  774,  498 

5,  397 

492,  075 

29,668 

4,  071 

25,  597 

Utah . 

208,  908 

205, 113 

164.  538 

585 

39,  990 

3,  795 

1,181 

2,  614 

Vt. . 

111,603 

110,  673 

U  95,  407 

445 

u  14,  821 

930 

214 

,  716 

Va . 

769,  010 

758,  297 

610,  301 

2,  994 

145,  002 

10,  713 

1,668 

9.  045 

Wash . 

791,226 

771,  728 

623,  913 

1,497 

146, 318 

19,  498 

6,559 

12,  939 

W.  Va . 

406, 147 

399,  491 

302, 356 

1,624 

95,  511 

6,  656 

473 

6, 183 

Wis . 

1,042,  035 

1,028,150 

829, 100 

2,547 

196,  503 

13,885 

929 

12.  956 

Wyo _ 

115,943 

112,  820 

82,431 

744 

29,  645 

3,123 

1,301 

1.822 

D.  C _ 

171, 188 

167,  010 

146, 164 

2, 083 

18,  763 

4, 178 

1,  594 

>4  2,  584 

Total _ 

41,151,326 

40,  622,  264 

33,  261,  454 

133, 430 

7,  227,  380 

529,062 

78,  412 

450,  650 

Trailers  and  semitrailers 


Total 

Private 
and  com¬ 
mercial  6 

Pu 

oy 

Fed¬ 
eral  7 

blicly 

?ned 

State, 

county, 

and 

munic¬ 

ipal 

9,153 

9,014 

34 

105 

20,  045 

19,  765 

16 

264 

26,  501 

26, 258 

5 

298 

363,  594 

360,  496 

48 

3, 050 

17,  268 

17, 113 

30 

125 

19,  138 

18,  704 

434 

3,  555 

3,  446 

2 

107 

70, 145 

69,  599 

14 

532 

27,  078 

20,  938 

7 

133 

35,  381 

35, 129 

21 

231 

56, 161 

55,  803 

5 

353 

134,  029 

133,  711 

4 

314 

135,  397 

134,  593 

1 

803 

16,  421 

16,415 

6 

19 

(») 

19 

29,  393 

29, 178 

7 

208 

17,  974 

»  17,  651 

323 

15,471 

15,  336 

15 

120 

46,  420 

46,417 

3 

227,  748 

227,  746 

2 

109,  890 

'1  109,  443 

17 

430 

18.  635 

18,  546 

24 

65 

79,  426 

79,  334 

2 

90 

6,317 

6, 148 

9 

160 

61,973 

61,  689 

11 

273 

4,  494 

4.  403 

30 

61 

9,  535 

9, 450 

85 

23,  999 

23,984 

15 

5,  544 

5.  486 

25 

33 

106,  707 

105,  202 

4 

1,501 

74,  350 

73,  017 

ii 

1,352 

1,896 

42  1,  S91 

5 

192,  318 

190,  726 

10 

1,582 

12,  267 

12,  014 

20 

233 

20,  791 

20,  387 

30 

374 

80,  823 

79,  782 

5 

1,  036 

-  3,771 

3,  732 

3 

36 

8,322 

8,315 

7 

32,  789 

32, 638 

9 

142 

104 

(s) 

104 

111,404 

110,  464 

37 

903 

1,617 

1,  555 

35 

27 

5,  561 

5,  558 

3 

32,  351 

32, 113 

13 

225 

58,  497 

58,  024 

53 

420 

9,  972 

9,864 

1 

107 

13,  071 

12,664 

1 

406 

13,  508 

13, 360 

5 

143 

1,  654 

1,  501 

6 

147 

2, 372, 567 

2, 354,  602 

734 

17,231 

Motorcycles 

Comparison  of  registra¬ 
tions  of  private  and 
commercial  motor  ve¬ 
hicles,  1947-48 

Total 

Private 

and 

com¬ 

mercial 

Publicly 

owned 

Total  1947 
registra¬ 
tions 

Increase 

1948 

Per¬ 

cent 

in¬ 

crease 

Fed¬ 
eral  7 

State, 

county, 

and 

munic¬ 

ipal 

8,720 

8,620 

100 

483, 990 

49, 084 

10. 1 

3,  600 

3,  545 

55 

1X6  044 

3i  318 

3,  279 

39 

352’  858 

29,  575 

8.  4 

62,  898 

60,  653 

4 

2,241 

3,  478,  500 

269,  807 

7.8 

4,  952 

4,890 

2 

60 

422,  925 

39,411 

9.3 

4,315 

4,  210 

105 

589,  651 

35,828 

6. 1 

768 

682 

*  86 

79,  502 

7,  554 

9.5 

15,  843 

15,  550 

293 

693,  071 

77,  864 

11.2 

9,455 

9,  221 

234 

648,  535 

59,  282 

9. 1 

3,  236 

3,  223 

13 

191,  365 

26.  204 

13.  7 

30,  363 

29,818 

-545 

2,  030,  001 

175,  065 

8.  6 

15,  501 

15,201 

300 

1, 151,  157 

144,  300 

12.5 

11,  244 

11,172 

72 

816,785 

70,  413 

8.6 

9.  430 

9,430 

697,  217 

7,941 

7,  941 

549  697 

7,025 

6,  955 

1 

69 

466,  656 

45,  933 

9.8 

2,982 

2.  862 

120 

■  240,430 

8,287 

3.4 

7,  815 

7,770 

45 

539,  597 

29,  4S5 

5.5 

6,  884 

6,  384 

1,  037.  643 

16,  977 

10,  977 

1,  799,  578 

1 70'  751 

12,  007 

11,884 

123 

'  875i  042 

93!  436 

10.7 

2,  890 

2.  8S9 

1 

352, 115 

3.8,  859 

11.0 

8.  479 

8,476 

2 

1 

1,  039,149 

64,  981 

6.3 

1.372 

1,368 

4 

193,  383 

22,  410 

11.6 

5,641 

5,  581 

60 

466,  847 

36,  968 

7.9 

570 

554 

_ 

16 

56,  952 

4.  047 

7.1 

2,255 

2,  255 

150,  271 

6  704 

10,  925 

10.  479 

446 

1.  220,  634 

97,  085 

&0 

2,  276 

2,  272 

4 

155,487 

18,  131 

11.7 

27,  207 

26, 192 

1 

1,014 

2,  889,  209 

266,  682 

9.2 

15, 123 

15, 003 

120 

766.  234 

65,  472 

8.5 

1,  276 

1,272 

4 

213,  308 

20,  236 

9.5 

27,  867 

27,  479 

3 

385 

2,  239,  202 

157,  346 

7.0 

7,  477 

7,  477 

611,  076 

62  164 

7, 122 

7,116 

6 

522;  500 

42,  277 

8. 1 

31, 407 

30, 888 

3 

516 

2, 366,  686 

175,916 

7.4 

2,082 

1,999 

83 

207, 592 

14,  457 

7.0 

8,  512 

8,  436 

76 

449,  819 

26  723 

2,329 

2,304 

25 

218,  906 

27!  515 

12.6 

9,  625 

9,  594 

31 

600,  882 

59,  458 

9.9 

29.  791 

29,411 

12 

368 

2,  023,  501 

243.  469 

12.3 

1,844 

1,804 

40 

184,  740 

20,  373 

11.0 

1,  108 

1.108 

107,  469 

3  904 

12,  448 

12,291 

10 

147 

700,  691 

57|  600 

8.2 

7, 653 

7,  421 

2 

230 

711,584 

60, 144 

8.5 

5,958 

5,940 

IS 

349,  299 

50, 192 

14.4 

11,536 

11.260 

276 

976, 937 

51,213 

5.2 

1, 109 

L  109 

99.  613 

13  207 

13  3 

.  1,  009 

846 

51 

112 

156, 133 

10,  877 

7!  0 

492, 165 

483, 591 

101 

8, 473 j37, 360, 463^3, 261,  801 

8.7 

1  Registration  periods  ending  not  earlier  than  Nov.  30  and  not  later  than  Jan.  31  are 
considered  calendar-year  periods.  In  those  States  where  the  registration  period  is  defi¬ 
nitely  removed  from  the  calendar  year,  registration  figures  are  given  for  the  12  consecu¬ 
tive  months  of  the  calendar  year. 

2  For  States  that  did  not  segregate  busses  from  other  vehicles,  the  segregation  has  been 
approximated  from  other  data  available,  for  detail  of  bus  registrations,  see  table  MV-10, 
to  be  published  later. 

3  For  detail  of  truck  and  tractor-truck  registration,  see  table  MV-9,  to  be  published 

later. 

*  Does  not  include  vehicles  owned  by  the  military  services,  or  by  the  Maritime 
Commission.  For  classification  of  Federal  vehicles,  see  table  MV-7. 

11  For  States  that  did  not  segregate  State,  county,  and  municipal  motor  vehicles,  the 
segregation  has  been  approximated  from  other  data  available.  For  classification  of 
State,  county,  and  municipal  vehicles,  see  table  MV-7. 

•  Figures  for  trailers  and  semitrailers  are  given  as  reported  by  the  States  in  most 


cases.  Apparent  inconsistencies  are  due  to  the  fact  that  some  States  require  the  regis¬ 
tration  of  house  trailers,  light  utility  trailers,  and  similar  vehicles,  whereas  other  States 
register  only  freight-carrying  trailers  and  semitrailers. 

7  Data  on  trailers  and  motorcycles  owned  by  the  Federal  Government  are  not  avail¬ 
able  for  1948.  The  figures  given  are  those  reported  for  1946. 

3  Heavy  semitrailers  are  registered  with  the  tractor  as  a  unit.  Full  trailers  are  not 
permitted.  Automobile  trailers  are  permitted  but  are  not  required  to  register. 

»  Commercial  full  trailers  are  included  with  trucks. 

10  Taxicabs  are  included  with  trucks. 

11  Includes  65,768  tax-free  light  trailers  used  with  automobiles.  Such  trailers  are 
registered  for  3  years,  and  those  registered  in  1946,  1947,  and  194S  are  included  here. 

12  Trailers  shown  are  house  trailers.  Commercial  trailers  and  semitrailers  are  regis¬ 
tered  with  the  truck  or  tractor  as  a  unit.  Light  car  trailers  are  not  required  to  register. 

13  Trucks  under  1,500  pounds  capacity  are  included  with  automobiles. 

14  Includes  1,319  automobiles  of  the  diplomatic  corps. 
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Exhibit  III 

Table  2. — Motor-vehicle  operators  and  chauffeurs  licenses,  1948 — Compiled  for  calendar  year  from  reports  of  State  authorities 1 


Alabama— . . 

Arizona— . - 

Arkansas . 

California . . 

Colorado . . 

Connecticut—- . - 

Delaware-. . . 

Florida . 

Georgia - - 

Idaho . . 

Illinois . . 

Indiana _ _ 

Iowa._ . --- 

Kansas . . 

Kentucky - 

Louisiana . 

Maine..-- . 

Maryland.  — . 

Massachusetts . 

Michigan . . 

Minnesota . 

Mississippi . - 

Missouri _ 

Montana . — 

Nebraska.— . 

Nevada _ _ 

New  Hampshire . 

Newr  Jersey. . 

New  Mexico.. . 

New  York _ _ - 

North  Carolina _ 

North  Dakota . 

Ohio. . . . 

Oklehoma.  — . 

Oregon _ _ 

Pennsylvania. . 

Rhode  Island _ 

South  Carolina _ 

South  Dakota . 

Tennessee.- . 

Texas . . . 

Utah _ 

Vermont _ 

Virginia . 

Washington . . 

West  Virginia . 

Wisconsin..  . . 

Wyoming _ 

District  of  Columbia. 

Total . 


State 


Learners’ 

permits 


11,830 
14,  096 


48,  228 


19,  897 
103,  523 


257,  873 


382,  246 


20,  780 
340,  969 
16, 185 


5,  490 


92,  929 


17,  894 


Licenses  issued  during  1948 


Operators  licenses 

Chauffeurs  licenses  ! 

Estimated 
total  licenses 
in  force 
during  1948  3 

Private  and 
commercial 
motor 
vehicles 
registered 
in  1948 

Licensed 

operators 

per 

registered 

motor 

vehicle 

Period  for 
which  issued 

Number  is¬ 
sued  during 
1948 

Period  for 
which 
issued 

Number  issued 
during  1948  . 

2  years . .  .  ... 

112, 493 

Not  required 

775, 356 

533, 074 

1.45 

Indefinite _ 

50,  132 

1  year - 

29,  441 

276,  307 

210,  997 

1. 31 

1  year. . — . 

510,  435 

_ do _ 

19, 603 

530,  038 

382,  433 

1.39 

4  years _ 

1,118,  573 

4  years _ 

98, 386 

4,  970,  111 

3,  748,  307 

1.33 

3  years . . 

275,  293 

1  year _ 

48, 332 

639, 332 

462,  336 

1. 38 

1  year  . 

765,  718 

_ do - 

8,  385 

*765, 718 

625, 479 

1.22 

(4)~ . — 

69, 118 

0) . —  - 

22,  465 

117, 887 

87,  056 

1.35 

1  year . 

956,  913 

1  year . 

195,715 

1, 152,  628 

770,  935 

1.  50 

(s) . 

894,  209 

0)~ . - 

95,  576 

1, 029, 845 

707,  817 

1.45 

2  years . 

115,  541 

2  years . 

17,  842 

339, 882 

217,  569 

1.  56 

3  years .  . 

1,  996.  414 

1  year. . 

232,  637 

3, 105,  045 

2,  205,  066 

1.41 

2  years. . 

1,  301,962 

2  years . . 

203,  657 

1,  895,  665 

1,  295, 457 

1.46 

182,  358 
131,852 
812,  541 

111,936 
29,  030 

1,320,788 

1,  094,  444 
*812,  541 

887, 198 
749,  765 
608, 822 

1.49 
1.46 
1.  33 

1  year . 

1  year _ 

29,  731 

2  years _ 

69, 100 

_ do . 

50,  398 

708,  418 

512,  589 

1.  38 

1  year _  .. 

317,  533 

Not  required 

317,  533 

248,  717 

1.28 

Indefinite _ 

56,  084 

2  years.  ... 

51,  527 

*705,  700 

509,  082 

1.24 

1  year - 

1,  565,  371 

1  year . 

8,  433 

*1,  565,  371 

1,  098,  793 

1.  42 

3  years  . 

765,  488 

. do _ 

178,  473 

2,  796,  003 

1,  979,  329 

1.  41 

4  years.  ...  . 

602,  074 

. do. . . 

131,330 

1,  713, 142 

968,  478 

1.77 

1  year . 

‘  458,  980 

_ do. . . 

6 17,  932 

476,  912 

390,  974 

1.22 

2  years  7 _ 

425,  884 

. do _ 

85,  535 

1,  440,  050 

1, 104, 130 

1.31 

1  year . .  . 

259,  288 

_ do _ 

(s) 

259,  268 

215,  793 

1.20 

2  years . 

68,  295 

Not  required 

707,  820 

503,  815 

1.40 

12,  258 
110, 139 

6,913 
85,  700 

79,  423^ 

60,  999 
156,  975 

1.30 

1.25 

1  year _  . 

../..do . 

195;  839 

_ do . - 

1,  668,  499 
150, 337 

Not  required 
33,  459 

1,  668,  499 
183,  796 

1,317,719 

173,618 

1.27 

1.06 

m . - 

o) . 

(10). . . . 

813,  034 
301,  276 

(10) . . 

246,  299 

4,  833,  523 
1, 123,  928 

3, 155,  891 
831,  706 

1.53 

1.35 

4  years . 

1  year . . 

40,  228 

2 years .  .. 

37,  573 

Not  required 

280,  276 
3, 136,  380 

233;  544 

1.20 

1  year . . 

2,844,  984 

1  year - 

291, 396 

2,  396.  548 

1.31 

2  years. . 

335,  843 

2  years . 

47,  944 

772,  307 

673,  240 

1.15 

_ do _ 

328,  480 

1  year . 

49,  761 

*700,  323 

564,  777 

1.24 

1  year _ 

3,323, 137 

Not  required 

3,323, 137 

2,  542,  632 

1.31 

_ do _ 

288,  168 
68,  926 

1  year . 

3,283 
4,  088 

*288, 168 
685,  986 

222,  049 
476,  542 

1.  30 
1.44 

4  years . _.. 

_ do _ 

Not  required 
85,318 

Not  required 
3,  508 

298,  400 

246,  421 
660,  340 

1.  21 
1.40 

2  years . 

2  years . 

924,  086 

_ do__ . . 

1,  246,  230 

_ do _ 

437, 359 
('0 

2,  773,  357 
276,  400 

2,  271,  970 
205, 113 

1.  22 
1.35 

3  years _ 

00 

3  years _ 

1  year... . 

138,  352 

Not  required 

138,  352 

110,  673 

1.25 

3  years . . 

585,  293 

1  year . 

50,  121 

970,  900 

758,  297 

1.28 

2  years _ 

132,  400 

Not  required 

1,  007,  400 

771,  728 

1.  38 

253,  778 
455, 381 
28,  431 

55,332 
Not  required 
2,  458 

716,  626 
1,  618,  608 
165,  838 

399,  491 
1,  028,  150 
112,  820 

1.79 

1.57 

1.47 

_ do _ 

3  years . 

3  years . 

. do . . 

95,  840 

Not  required 

295,  305 

167,  010 

1.  77 

56,  038,  661 

40,  622,  264 

1.38 

1  Complete  data  for  all  States  were  not  available. 

5  Includes  public  service  and  other  special  licenses  that  are  issued  to  operators  of 
vehicles  for  hire. 

3  Estimated  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  from  data  reported  by  the  States  for 
current,  and  previous  years.  No  allowance  was  made  for  deaths,  emigrations,  or  revo¬ 
cations.  Chauffeurs’  licenses  have  not  been  added  to  operators’  licenses  in  the  States 
that  require  an  operator’s  license  in  addition  to  the  chauffeur’s  license.  Such  States 
are  indicated  with  an  asterisk  (*).  (The  figure  for  South  Dakota  is  an  estimate  by  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  of  the  number  of  motor- vehicle  operators  in  that  State.) 

(  Licenses  are  issued  for  a  1-year  period  but  drivers  meeting  certain  requirements 
and  having  a  motor-vehicle  operation  record  showing  no  previous  arrest  or  conviction 
may  obtain  licenses  for  an  indefinite  period.  Licenses  were  issued  as  follows: 


1  year 

Indefinite 

Total 

66,  732 
21,957 

2,386 

508 

69, 118 
22, 465 

1  Operators’  and  chauffeurs’  licenses  are  issued  for  a  1-year  or  5-year  period  at  the 
option  of  the  applicant.  Licenses  were  issued  as  follows: 

1  year 

6  years 

Total 

881,  718 
95,  420 

12, 491 
156 

894, 209 
95, 576 

Chauffeurs . . . . . . 

6  Mississippi  reported  an  unsegregated  total  of  476,912  operators’  and  chauffeurs’ 
licenses.  The  segregation  given  here  was  estimated  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 

1  Includes  33,697  registered  operators  licensed  for  a  1-year  period.  These  are  required 
for  persons  whose  employment  requires  the  operation  of  motor  vehicles  other  than 
their  own  but  whose  principal  occupation  is  not  the  operation  of  such  vehicles. 

•  Chauffeurs’  licenses  are  included  with  operators’  licenses. 

9  Licenses  are  issued  for  a  1-year,  2-year,  or  3-year  period  at  the  option  of  the  applicant. 
Licenses  were  issued  as  follows: 


1  year 

2  years 

3  years 

Total 

109, 883 
27, 891 

20, 888 
4, 015 

19, 566 
1,553 

150, 337 
33, 459 

Chauffeurs . - . . 

19  Some  of  these  licenses  were  for  a  1-year  period  and  some  for  a  3-year  period,  at  the 
option  of  the  applicant.  Licenses  were  issued  as  follows: 

1  year 

3  years 

Total 

Operators . . 

16, 271 
493 

796, 763 
245, 806 

813, 034 
246, 299 

Chauffeurs . 

11  The  amount  received  from  operators’  and  chauffeurs’  licenses  was  $46,677,  but  no 
segregation  between  operators  and  chauffeurs  was  available,  either  in  amounts  or 
numbers. 
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Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  thus,  it  is 
apparent  that  motor  vehicle  use  of  high¬ 
ways  is  proportional  to  population;  the 
greater  the  population  of  a  State,  the 
greater  the  number  of  miles  of  traffic 
that  burden  its  roads. 

Since  the  figures  indicate  that  popu¬ 
lation  is  in  proportion  to  traffic  density, 
the  basic  desirability  of  straight  popula¬ 
tion  apportionment  can  be  shown  by 
relating  traffic  burden  to  the  estimated 


cost,  per  State,  of  interstate  highway 
development. 

There  are  estimates  prepared  by  the 
President’s  Committee  on  Highway  Needs 
of  how  much  spending  will  be  required — 
in  each  State — to  build  the  interstate 
highways  our  defense  chiefs  say  are 
necessary. 

When  these  estimates,  by  States, 
are  compared  to  the  traffic  burden  within 
each  State’s  boundaries,  the  relation-" 
ship  becomes  apparent. 

Exhibit  IV 


Those  States  with  heavier  traffic  uni¬ 
formly  require  greater  expenditures  to 
build  the  projected  system. 

This  can  be  shown  by  a  comparison 
of  the  two  tables  for  all  the  48  States, 
which  I  now  ask  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point,  as  exhibit  IV. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
(exhibit  IV)  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows; 


Table  1. — Mileage  of  the  interstate  highway  system  and  estimated  costs  of  improvements  proposed,  by  States 


State 

Mileage  of  the  system,  when  improved 

Estimated  total  cost  of  improvements  proposed 

Rural 

Percent 
of  total 

Urban 

Percent 
of  total 

Total 

Percent 
of  total 

Rural 

Percent 
of  total 

Urban 

Percent 
of  total 

Total 

Alabama . . 

826.  2 

2.46 

64.6 

1.83 

890.8 

2.40 

$73, 306,  050 

1.23 

$14, 670.  200 

0.  28 

$87,  976.  250 

Arizona . . . 

1, 123.3 

3.34 

13.6 

.39 

1. 136. 9 

3. 06 

SO.  579,  COO 

1.35 

11,529,000 

.22 

92, 108,  000 

Arkansas . . . 

476.5 

1.42 

41.3 

1.17 

517.  8 

1.39 

58.  752.  400 

.98 

19,  536,  800 

.37 

78.  289.  2(H) 

California _ _ 

1.  714.  2 

5. 10 

186.3 

5.  29 

1,  900.  5 

5.11 

552,  672,  000 

9.25 

616.  755.  000 

11.65 

1,  109.  427,  000 

Colorado. . . . 

627.  1 

1.86 

34.6 

.98 

661.7 

1.78 

39. 175,  883 

.66 

33, 117,640 

.62 

72,  293,  523 

Connecticut . . 

163.3 

.49 

99. 1 

2.S2 

262.4 

.  71 

63.  596.  000 

1.06 

155.  706.  000 

2.91 

219,  302.  OOO 

Delaware . . . 

22.9 

,  .07 

2.6 

.07 

25.5 

.07 

25.  019,  500 

.42 

24.  409,  000 

.  46 

49,  428.  500 

Florida . 

1,  012.  6 

3.  01 

128.6 

3.  65 

1.  141.2 

3.  07 

63.  137. 100 

1.06 

52, 125,400 

.98 

115,262,500 

Georgia . 

1,  027.  3 

3.  05 

83.3 

2.37 

1,  110.6 

2.99 

103, 1 48.  750 

1.73 

72,  578,  835 

1.  37 

175,  727,  585 

Idaho. . . . . 

608.2 

1.81 

8.7 

.25 

616.9 

1.66 

46.  773.  000 

.78 

3,  470,  000 

.07 

50.  213.  000 

Illinois . . 

1,  314. 1 

3.  91 

226.  8 

6.44 

1,540.  9 

4. 15 

321.  168,  042 

5.38 

535,  209,  461 

10.  11 

&5.i,  377,  503 

Indiana . . 

906.  0 

2.  69 

159.4 

4.  53 

1,  065.  4 

2.  87 

139,  233.  570 

2.  33 

250,  203,  8-10 

4.  73 

3,89,  437,410 

Iowa . . . 

640.5 

1.90 

29.7 

.84 

670.2 

1.80 

68,  935,  700 

1. 15 

9.  413,  COO 

.18 

78.  348.  700 

Kansas  . . . 

672.8 

2.  00 

28.7 

.82 

701.  5 

1.89 

71,698,  390 

1.20 

18, 085,  000 

.34 

89,  783,  390 

Kentucky . .  . 

578.8 

1.72 

69.6 

1.98 

648.4 

1.74 

100,  534,  698 

1.68 

81, 39S,  001 

1.54 

181,932.699 

470.7 

1.40 

126.4 

3.  59 

597. 1 

1.61 

8q,  065,  900 

1.49 

131,944,  G00 

2.  49 

221,009  900 

Maine .  .. 

277.8 

.83 

22.6 

.64 

300.4 

.81 

43,  740,  COO 

.73 

30,  431,  000 

.58 

74, 171,  000 

Maryland .  .  .  . 

219.8 

.65 

45.7 

1.30 

265.  5 

.71 

140,  493,  484 

2.35 

101,784.203 

1.92 

242,  277,  780 

Massachusetts . 

176.8 

.53 

159.0 

4.  52 

335.8 

.90 

112,  783,  COO 

1.89 

339,112,500 

6.  41 

451,896.  100 

Michigan .  . . 

894. 1 

2.  66 

68.4 

1.94 

962.5 

2.  59 

181, 335,  450 

3.  04 

235, 063,  700 

4.44 

416,399.150 

Minnesota.  _  _ _ 

766.9 

2.  28 

83.6 

2.37 

850.5 

2.  29 

58,395,501 

.98 

103, 115,  543 

1.95 

161,511,044 

Mississippi . . 

569.3 

1.69 

121.7 

3.46 

691.0 

1.86 

62,  017,  800 

1.04 

26.122,  030 

.49 

88, 139,  800 

Missouri . .  ...  .. 

1,  032.  8 

3.07 

38.0 

1.0S 

1,070.8 

2.  88 

133,  579.  990 

2.  24 

101,704,000 

1.92 

235,  283.  990 

Montana _ _ _ _ 

1,  217.  4 

3.  62 

26.3 

.75 

1, 243.  7 

3.35 

108,  507, 450 

1.82 

8, 097,  000 

.15 

116, 604.  450 

Nebraska... . . . . 

453.9 

1.35 

6.7 

.19 

4  0.  6 

1.24 

40, 8‘'A  000 

.68 

7, 370.  COO 

.14 

48,  239, 000 

Nevada . . . . 

526.3 

1.56 

11.0 

.31 

537.3 

1.45 

17,  $40,  800 

.30 

1, 628. 000 

.03 

19, 568, 300 

New  Hampshire _ 

169.0 

.50 

32.0 

.91 

201.0 

.55 

26,  910.  (100 

.45 

13,  419. 000 

.  25 

40, 329, 000 

New  Jersey . . 

90.3 

.27 

102.1 

2.90 

192.4 

■•52 

59,  703,  300 

1.00 

344. 350, 100 

6. 51 

404.  053,  400 

New  Mexico . . 

989.7 

2. 94 

22.8 

.65 

1,012.5 

2.72 

52,  257,  000 

.87 

5.  852,  700 

.11 

58. 109,  700 

New  York.. . 

962.3 

2.86 

72.0 

2.04 

1, 034. 3 

2.  78 

643, 14 1, 000 

10.  77 

219, 135, 000 

4.14 

862.  281.000 

North  Carolina  . 

637.0 

1.89 

75.7 

2.15 

712.7 

1.92 

42,  993,  000 

.72 

29, 804, 000 

.56 

72, 857. 000 

North  Dakota . 

478.8 

1.42 

19.5 

.55 

498.3 

1.34 

29, 365. 120 

.49 

15.  7S5.  630 

.30 

45.150. 720 

Ohio. . . 

999.8 

2.  97 

216.6 

6.15 

1,216.4 

3.27 

396, 185.  000 

6.63 

362,  40 000 

6.85 

758,591.000 

Oklahoma . . .  .. 

734.4 

2.18 

45.7 

1.30 

780.1 

2. 10 

136,  767,  500 

2.29 

29.  C50.  000 

.56 

166.  417. 500 

Oregon - - - 

675.2 

2.  01 

27.8 

.79 

703.0 

1.89 

94,  450,  000 

1.58 

23.  435,  000 

.44 

117.  915.  000 

Pennsylvania . . 

1,  025.  9 

3.05 

331.0 

9. 40 

1,356.9 

3.65 

528.  013.  000 

8.  84 

398. 566, 000 

7.53 

926.  579.  000 

Rhode  Island.  ..  . . 

23.4 

.07 

25.2 

.72 

48.6 

.13 

6,  082,  000 

.10 

79,  925,  976 

1.51 

86.  007,  976 

South  Carolina . . 

604.5 

1.80 

92.5 

2.63 

697.0 

1.88 

39,  425,  750 

.66 

80, 143, 000 

1.51 

119,  568,  750 

South  Dakota.. _ 

499.5 

1.48 

15.2 

.43 

514.7 

1.39 

40. 196.  800 

.67 

4,  638.  00(1 

.09 

44,  831.  800 

Tennessee . . . . 

9|7.2 

2.  88 

77.7 

2.21 

1,044.9 

2.  81 

172,  634,  734 

2.89 

69, 022,  782 

1.30 

241,657.516 

Texas . . . . 

2,  5/3.  0 

7.65 

191.8 

5.  45 

2,  764.  8 

7.44 

286,  883.  400 

4.80 

149. 104.  200 

2.82 

435,  987,  600 

Utah . . . 

672.3 

2.00 

31.8 

.90 

704.1 

1.89 

61,  20S.  300 

1.03 

23.  C45,  000 

.44 

84,  253, 300 

Vermont . . 

311.4 

.93 

28.4 

.81 

339.8 

.91 

47,  508.  220 

.80 

6.  910,  300 

.13 

54,  418.  520 

Virginia... . . . 

844.6 

2.51 

57.1 

1.62 

901.  7 

2.43 

170,  536.  000 

2.  86 

36.  773,  000 

.69 

207,  309.  (100 

Washington  ...  ..  ...  . 

521.0 

1.55 

58.5 

1.66 

579.  5 

1.56 

118,  363,  500 

1.98 

66,  096,  GOO 

1.25 

184,  460. 100 

West  Virginia . 

165.7 

.49 

46.2 

1.31 

211.9 

.57 

94,  514,  500 

1.58 

112,  095,  000 

2.12 

206,  609,  500 

Wisconsin . 

424.4 

1.26 

24.7 

.70 

449.1 

1.21 

75,  025,  050 

1.20 

52, 178,  950 

.99 

127,  204.  000 

Wyoming . . . . 

949.0 

2.82 

23.7 

.67 

972.7 

2.  62 

54,  309,  750 

.91 

5,  759.  910 

.11 

60,  069,  660 

16.6 

.47 

16.6 

.04 

180,  670,  000 

3.41 

180,670.000 

National  total . 

33, 638. 0 

100.00 

3,  520. 9 

100. 00 

37, 158.  9 

100. 00 

5,  972,  936,  482 

100.00 

5,  293,  435,  334 

100.00 

11,266,371,816 

Table  2. — Highway  use  of  motor  fuel,  by  mon  ths,  in  1948  1 


Percent 
o  f  total 


0.78 
.82 
.69 
10. 38 
.64 

1.  95 
.44 
1.02 
1.  56 
.45 

7. 60 
3.  46 

.70 

.80 

1.61 

1.  96  • 

.66 

2.15 

4.01 

3.70 

1.43 

.78 

2. -09 
1.03 

.43 

.17 

.36 

3.59 
.52 

7.65 
.65 
.40 
6. 73 
1.48 
1.05 
8.  22 
.76 
1.06 
.40 
2.15 

3.  87 
.75 
.48 

1.84 

1.64 

1.83 

1.13 

.53 

1.60 


100.00 


[Thousands  of  gallons] 


State 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

Septem¬ 

ber 

October 

Novem¬ 

ber 

Decem¬ 

ber 

Total 

Percent 
of  total 

Alabama . . 

34, 274 

31, 855 

37,  636 

37, 377 

35, 627 

33, 419 

36,  753 

37, 183 

37, 883 

38, 988 

37,  069 

40, 048 

438. 112 

2.1 

Arizona . . . 

15,  565 

15, 908 

16,017 

15, 391 

15,  918 

17.  064 

16.  064 

16, 178 

15, 897 

15,  629 

17,271 

19,372 

196,  274 

1.0 

Arkansas _ _ 

22, 015 

18, 403 

23,  486 

24, 435 

23,  773 

23,  836 

26,  079 

25,  949 

28,  266 

2S,  241 

26,  375 

28,  360 

299,  218 

1.  5 

California . .  . 

207,  202 

221, 194 

234, 162 

228,  321 

230,  847 

253,  751 

260,  236 

247,  795 

240,  280 

223, 119 

251,422 

254. 178 

2.  852.  507 

13.9 

Colorado . . 

20,178 

19,  567 

23,  429 

26,  472 

24,  321 

27,  918 

32,  560 

33,  560 

26,  970 

25.  291 

24,  385 

24,  960 

309,611 

1  5 

Connecticut _ _ 

29,  379 

27,  626 

31,869 

34, 107 

35,  898 

37,  928 

41,  466 

40,  476 

37,  849 

36,  887 

35,  425 

36, 513 

425.423 

i.  I 

Delaware . . . 

5,241 

4,  694 

6,091 

6,330 

6,352 

6,  612 

7,387 

6,  909 

6,  583 

6.247 

6, 152 

6.  214 

74.812 

.4 

Florida  . . . 

52,  889 

51, 172 

55,  987 

50,  963 

47,  231 

46,  009 

46, 180 

45,  017 

43,  046 

46,  073 

49,645 

55,  996 

590.  208 

2.9 

Georgia . . . . 

46,  212 

42,  941 

49,  797 

49,  882 

46,  639 

44,649 

48,  041 

49,  310 

49,  012 

51,049 

49.  820 

51,696 

579. 048 

2.8 

Idaho . . 

9,268 

9,  028 

11,938 

12,  708 

13,  249 

13,  855 

14,  657 

15,  827 

16,  518 

13,  986 

12.  464 

10,  525 

154.023 

.  8 

Illinois . . 

114,637 

105,  229 

143, 107 

161,  903 

166,  093 

164,  465 

161,  622 

154,  013 

154,  903 

157, 150 

141, 121 

137,177 

1,761.420 

8.6 

Indiana . . . 

63,  969 

63,  937 

73,  265 

76,  752 

82,928 

78,  219 

80, 126 

85,  023 

81.964 

78,  379 

73,  485 

74,  384 

912.  431 

4.5 

Iowa . 

34,  819 

45,  541 

53,  850 

68,207 

60,  857 

55,  865 

52,  543 

52.  242 

55,202 

59,860 

47,128 

41,  617 

627.  731 

3.  1 

Kansas. . 

39,040 

33,  005 

34,  082 

36,985 

37,  722 

43,929 

39,  388 

39,  046 

40.884 

37,862 

37.6S3 

35.  684 

455.  310 

2.2 

Kentucky . . . 

34, 143 

30,100 

36,  691 

40,029 

40,390 

40.  913 

40,  712 

42, 177 

40,  212 

40,320 

39,  357 

40,081 

465, 125 

2.3 

Louisiana _ 

30,  063 

26,  393 

35,  081 

34,683 

33,  492 

33,  712 

34,  333 

34, 149 

37,  365 

37.467 

35,  457 

37.  572 

409.767 

2.0 

Maine . . 

12,  542 

11, 6S9 

13,  478 

14,  313 

16,  247 

18.  087 

21.  282 

21,562 

18,  200 

17, 078 

35.  452 

15. 188 

195. 118 

1.0 

Maryland  . . . 

29.  091 

25.  912 

32,811 

34,288 

36,  859 

34, 125 

36,  22(1 

34.  905 

35,288 

34.999 

33.  840 

34, 490 

402. 834 

2. 0 

Massachusetts . 

54.402 

52,  720 

61,  705 

65,364 

67,  806 

73, 193 

SO,  513 

76,  553 

72,  803 

69, 030 

65,  413 

60, 06S 

808.  570 

4.0 

Michigan . 

106,  678 

99, 110 

109, 134 

124,  377 

122,  815 

130,  526 

135,  566 

13G,  457 

125,  798 

122, 178 

122,  616 

125,687 

1,  460,  942 

7.1 

Footnote  at  end  of  table. 
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Table  2. — Highway  use  of  motor  fuel,  by  months,  in  1948  1 — Continued 


[Thousands  of  gallons] 


State 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

Septem¬ 

ber 

October 

Novem¬ 

ber 

Decem¬ 

ber 

Total 

Percent 
of  total 

Minnesota . . 

45, 037 

43,  463 

52, 038 

52,  591 

55, 503 

56.  449 

59, 186 

60,  515 

59, 522 

61,  696 

54,  425 

48, 072 

648, 497 

3. 

Mississippi... . 

24, 397 

20, 000 

27,  730 

29,  511 

30,  534 

26,  700 

30,  767 

30,  975 

30,  416 

29,  571 

28,088 

29, 870 

338,  559 

1. 

Missouri . 

67,  717 

60, 836 

67,  202 

74,  402 

76,  044 

79,  586 

78.  223 

81,  622 

75,  489 

76,  871 

73,  410 

75,683 

8S7,  0S5 

4. 

Montana _ _ 

8,  988 

8, 113 

11, 127 

13,  674 

15,  858 

13,  561 

15,  932 

15,  756 

13, 186 

12,  722 

12,  406 

11,046 

152,  369 

Nebraska . . 

24,  345 

22,  875 

25, 028 

31,  337 

29, 069 

30, 153 

35,  559 

34,  456 

30,  466 

27,  846 

26,028 

24,  389 

341,  551 

1. 

Nevada . 

3,803 

3,925 

4,  265 

4,  597 

5,245 

6,  344 

6,  519 

6,  954 

6,249 

5,296 

4,926 

4,  582 

62,  705 

New  Hampshire . 

7,  532 

7,040 

7,  964 

8,  390 

9, 188 

10, 142 

12,  787 

12,  638 

11,075 

9,  625 

8,879 

9,051 

114,311 

. 

New  Jersey . 

70,  503 

65,  366 

78,  399 

82,582 

87,  375 

89.  069 

98, 157 

96,  240 

88,  792 

85,  716 

84,  447 

85, 114 

1,011,760 

4. 

New  Mexico.. _ _ 

12,  018 

11,682 

13, 108 

13, 176 

14,  678 

14,  853 

16,  046 

16,  775 

14,  376 

14,  325 

15,  404 

15,413 

171,  S54 

New  York  . . 

143,  611 

132,  906 

160,  394 

171,  920 

184,  013 

192,  616 

209, 145 

206,  442 

192,  789 

187,  355 

179,  766 

177,  249 

2, 138,  206 

10. 

North  Carolina . 

55,  486 

47,  020 

56,  825 

59,  824 

59,  314 

60,  777 

60,  919 

•  59.  733 

64,828 

60,871 

62,  878 

61, 176 

709,  651 

3. 

North  Dakota. . 

5,  663 

5,178 

5,  957 

9,217 

11,  327 

14,  306 

15,  367 

15,  597 

14,  228 

13,  922 

9,  921 

7, 159 

127,  842 

. 

Ohio...  . .  _  ... 

12S,  304 

124,  048 

143,  237 

151,277 

156,  346 

160,  400 

159,  030 

156,  038 

150,  490 

152,818 

150,  569 

144, 8S4 

1,  777,  441 

8. 

Oklahoma..  . . 

30,  981 

34,  985 

36,  272 

38,  503 

39,  670 

41,266 

41.  107 

41,091 

40,  926 

40, 815 

40,911 

42,  573 

469, 100 

2. 

Oregon _ 

27.442 

28,  005 

31.022 

32,  917 

34,  462 

38, 177 

40,  223 

42,  717 

43, 230 

34,  623 

34, 060 

32, 125 

419, 003 

2. 

Pennsylvania- . 

128, 190 

117,  885 

143,  656 

153,  340 

159,  280 

164,  515 

169,117 

166,  679 

159,  719 

161,319 

156, 128 

156, 155 

1, 835,  983 

9. 

Rhode  Island... 

10,  911 

8,  884 

11.  239 

11.277 

12, 142 

12,  774 

14,  237 

13, 663 

12,883 

11,  990 

11,457 

12,  568 

144,  025 

South  Carolina . 

26,  652 

24,  355 

28,  483 

29,  601 

28,  509 

29,  388 

31, 107 

30,  818 

30, 164 

.  30, 435 

30,009 

'30,  754 

350,  275 

1. 

South  Dakota . 

11,701 

12,  255 

12,  818 

10,  623 

15,  295 

13, 645 

13,319 

15,  932 

14,  957 

15.  086 

15, 120 

15,  232 

165,  983 

Tennessee . . 

35,  826 

31,  207 

42,  010 

47,  020 

50.  207 

43,  376 

51.  801 

48,  378 

44,  403 

53,  572 

47,  852 

45.  697 

541,  349 

2. 

Texas _ _  .  .. 

134,  356 

117,885 

153,  374 

150, 145 

142,  004 

152. 387 

185,  850 

171,  286 

157,  855 

160,  886 

165,  774 

176,  486 

1,  868,  288 

9. 

Utah... . . 

11,478 

10, 155 

11,970 

13,  294 

13,  575 

15,  436 

15,  434 

16,  543 

15,  488 

14,523 

14,  491 

11,  539 

163,  926 

Vermont. . . 

5,  568 

5,  007 

5,  681 

6,  275 

7.  041 

7,  726 

9,533 

9,  487 

8,234 

7,773 

6,  873 

6.  563 

85,  761 

Virginia. . . 

43,  335 

38,  751 

48,  278 

51,  739 

52,  889 

55, 111 

59.  800 

53,  959 

56.  242 

53,  493 

53, 157 

53.  525 

620,  279 

3. 

Washington _ _ _ 

37,  303 

36,  461 

43, 759 

47,  304 

47, 118 

51,  824 

54,  978 

56,  308 

54,  642 

45,  393 

43,  975 

43,  034 

562,  099 

2. 

West  Virginia _  _ _ 

22,711 

18,  971 

24,  568 

26,  992 

29,  060 

28,  771 

28,  814 

31,824 

31,  692 

26.  814 

29,  073 

24, 667 

323,  957 

1. 

Wisconsin . . . 

48,  778 

50.  246 

56,  540 

64,  340 

64,  905 

68.  246 

70,  738 

68,  857 

65,  572 

66,  388. 

62,  554 

57,  359 

744,  523 

3. 

■Wyoming _  _ _ 

5,  622 

5, 192 

6,  540 

7, 179 

8.  266 

9,  514 

11,  802 

11,  720 

9,  584 

8,  556 

7,112 

7,  819 

98,  906 

District  of  Columbia _ 

12,911 

11,544 

13,  709 

14,  344 

14,125 

14,  389 

14,  701 

14,  041 

13,  884 

14,  341 

13,  945 

14,  935 

166,  869 

Total . 

2, 152,  776 

2, 040,  264 

2,  406,  809 

2,  550,  278 

2,  598, 106 

2,  679,  576 

2,  821,  926 

2,  781,  375 

2, 676,  304 

2,  624,  474 

2,  565,  218 

2,  563,  535 

30,  460,  641 

100.  Of 

1  This  table  is  one  of  a  series  (G-21  through  G-24)  giving  an  analysis  of  motor-fuel  consumption.  Table  G-21  gives  the  segregation  between  highway  and  nonhighway  use> 
table  G-22  gives  total  use  by  months,  and  table  G-24  gives  nonhighway  use  by  purpose  of  use.  See  notes  to  table  G-21. 


Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  since  the 
estimated  needs  of  heavily  populated 
States  are  uniformly  greater,  then — 
clearly — that  formula  which  grants  more 
funds  to  the  most  densely  populated 
States  should  be  adopted. 

Population — traffic  burden — and  esti¬ 
mated  cash  need  for  interstate  highways 
are  all  directly  related — one  to  the  other. 
To  adopt  any  apportionment  formula — 
other  than  straight  population — would 
be  to  fail  to  reflect  accurately  the  com¬ 
parative  needs  of  each  State.  To  leave 
unfullfilled  the  needs  of  the  States  would 
be — in  turn — to  fail  to  attain  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  goal  of  “substantially  equal  prog¬ 
ress  in  the  correction  of  existing  de¬ 
ficiencies.’’ 

Not  only  would  the  Senate  committee 
formula  fall  short  of  the  announced  goal, 
but  there  is  serious  doubt  that  the  inter¬ 
state  program  could  even  be  carried  on- 
under  the  proposed  Senate  bill. 

Since  population  is  concentrated  in 
cities,  the  straight  population  formula 
for  fund  allocation  concentrates  more 
Federal  funds  in  the  urban  areas.  More 
funds — in  city  areas — are  required  be¬ 
cause,  first,  the  cost  per  mile  of  construc¬ 
tion  is  roughtly  eight  and  one-half  times 
as  much  in  urban  as  it  is  in  the  rural 
areas,  and  second,  two-thirds  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  this  highway  system  will  serve — when 
completed —  are  city  dwellers. 

The  President’s  Committee  on  the 
Highway  Needs  of  National  Defense  has 
said: 

On  the  interestate  highway  system  as  a 
whole,  the  per  mile  cost  of  urban  and  rural 
work  are  in  the  ratio  of  about  8.5  to  1. 

When  this  great  difference  in  rural  and 
urban  costs  is  extended  over  the  entire 
proposed  system,  the  necessity  for  con¬ 
centration  of  funds  in  city  areas  becomes 
immediately  apparent. 

The  same  committee  reports  that  the 
projected  interstate  highways  will  serve 
65  percent  of  the  total  urban  population 


of  this  country  and  50  percent  of  the 
people  who  live  in  rural  areas.  Some 
idea  of  the  proportion  of  this  highway 
system,  which  will  cross  high-cost  urban 
areas,  can  be  gained  from  the  fact  that  it 
will  serve  57,000,000  urban  dwellers  and 
only  30,000,000  of  the  rural  population. 

The  difference  in  urban  rural  cost 
ratios  has  not  gone  unnoticed.  The 
Highway  Act  of  1944 — Fifty-eight  Stat¬ 
utes  838,  section  4  (c) — provides  that  all 
funds  for  highways  classified  as  urban 
shall  be  apportioned  on  a  straight  urban 
population  basis. 

The  immediate  need  for  road  improve¬ 
ment  is  most  keenly  felt  in  metropolitan 
and  suburban  areas.  As  the  prime  tar¬ 
gets  for  either  atom  bomb  or  sabotage 
attacks,  residents  of  metropolitan  dis¬ 
tricts  must  be  provided  with  means  for 
rapid  egress  to  less  crowded  areas. 

Also,  in  recent  weeks  we  have  been 
much  concerned  with  expansion  of  the 
wartime  industrial  capacity.  This  task 
of  production  for  war  requires,  first,  the 
utilization  of  existing  facilities  located 
near  supplies  of  urban  plants  and  labor. 

Thus  rapid  interstate  highway  trans¬ 
port — linking  the  principal  cities  of  the 
Nation — has  become  increasingly  im¬ 
portant. 

Studies  show  that  unless  funds  are 
allocated  on  a  population  formula,  the 
proposed  program  can,  at  best,  be  only 
partially  successful.  Even  the  States 
which,  superficially  at  least,  may  benefit 
now  from  Increased  funds  under  the 
Senate  committee  formula,  will  in  the 
long  run  suffer  with  the  country  as  a 
whole  from  the  bad  effects  of  an  inade¬ 
quate  interstate  system. 

In  many  of  the  rural  States  this  in¬ 
crease  in  Federal  money  may  remain 
unused  because  of  the  States’  inability 
to  provide  the  required  matching  funds. 
Thus  a  short-term  gain  of  an  unneeded 
and  unused  appropriation  would  be  more 
than  overcome  by  the  eventual  commer¬ 


cial  losses  stemming  from  the  faulty  and 
uneven  development  of  a  national  pat¬ 
tern  of  interstate  highway  transit. 

Men  closely  acquainted  with  the  in¬ 
terstate  highway  development  have 
unanimously  recommended  a  straight 
population  formula.  Their  opinions  are 
well  supported  by  available  statistics, 
many  of  which  I  have  incorporated  in 
my  remarks  this  afternoon.  Research 
shows,  first,  that  in  44  of  the  48  States 
the  population  formula  comes  closest  to 
meeting  the  estimated  needs  of  each 
State;  and,  second,  that  apportionment 
by  population  concentrates  interstate 
funds  where  they  are  needed  most, 
namely,  in  the  high-cost,  densely  popu¬ 
lated  areas. 

Because  straight  population  allocation 
will  best  promote  achievement  of  the 
goal,  namely,  the  development  of  the 
most  efficient  interstate  highway  de¬ 
velopment,  I  urge  rejection  of  the  Senate 
committee  formula,  and  I  urge  as 
strongly  as  I  possibly  can  the  adoption 
of  the  population  apportionment  pro¬ 
vision  contained  in  the  House-passed 
bill,  and  as  contained  also  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  junior  Senator  from 
Massachusetts. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  IVES.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
able  Senator  from  New  York  if  he  under¬ 
stands  that  it  was  the  thought  of  Con¬ 
gress,  when  it  enacted  the  bill  providing 
for  Federal  aid  to  the  States  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  development  of  roads,  that 
there  were  many  States,  particularly 
those  in  the  western  part  of  the  United 
States  and  in  the  mountainous  areas, 
which  could  not  in  any  sense  construct 
or  finance  the  construction  of  roads 
which  would  permit  continuity  of  Fed¬ 
eral  and  State  roads  adequate  to  pro¬ 
vide  transportation  across  the  country, 
from  coast  to  coast  or  from  border  to 
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border,  whereas  if  the  allocation  were 
based  on  population,  there  are  many 
States  which  would  not  receive  sufficient 
funds  to  make  it  possible  to  provide  not 
only  national  safety  but  uniformity  of 
highway  construction  from  coast  to 
coast,  spanning  the  areas  where  the 
population  is  very  limited  and  where  the 
costs  of  construction  of  roads  are  exces¬ 
sive,  because  of  the  mountainous  con¬ 
ditions. 

Mr.  IVES.  Of  course,  at  that  time 
Federal  aid  to  highways  was  inaugurated 
because  of  the  inability  of  some  States 
to  pay - 

Mi-.  THYE.  It  is  true  today,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  IVES.  Yes;  it  is  equally  clear 
today  that  Federal  aid  for  highways  is 
necessary.  But  in  my  remarks  I  have 
tried  to  emphasize  that  there  is  fully  as 
much  need  for  construction  of  interstate 
highways  in  urban  areas  as  there  is  for 
construction  of  such  highways  in  rural 
districts.  There  i§  little  point  in  specu¬ 
lating  as  to  how  much  will  be  necessary 
to  spend,  in  each  State,  on  the  inter¬ 
state  system;  the  tables  I  have  inserted 
show  clearly  both  the  estimated  cash 
need  and  also  that  the  population 
formula  comes  closest  to  meeting  the 
need. 

I  also  pointed  out  that  the  cost  of  con¬ 
struction  of  highways  in  the  urban  areas 
is  a  great  deal  more  than  the  cost  of  con¬ 
struction  of  highways  in  rural  areas — 
even  including  the  highways  to  which 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  has  referred.  I  have  knowledge  of 
the  cost  of  those  roads;  but  I  can  tell 
him  also  that  connecting  highways  of 
the  type  contemplated  are  urgently 
needed  in  urban  centers.  In  cities,  high¬ 
ways  cost,  not  several  hundred  thousand 
dollars  a  mile,  but  actually  millions  of 
dollars  a  mile  to  construct. 

Mr.  THYE.  The  Senator  from  New 
York  has  in  mind  underpasses  and  over¬ 
passes,  I  assume. 

Mr.  IVES.  Yes.  They  must  be  built 
in  connection  with  roads  constructed  in 
urban  centers,  and  such  roads  are  espe¬ 
cially  vital  now.  If  we  are  to  be  engaged 
in  an  all-out  war  effort,  I  think  we 
should  act  rapidly  to  improve  our  urban 
highways  as  quickly  as  possible. 

I  know  that  New  York  State  has  ap¬ 
propriated  a  great  deal  of  money  for  this 
purpose;  but  our  urban  highway  develop¬ 
ment  still  is  nowhere  near  what  it  must 
be  if  the  urban  population  is  to  be  prop¬ 
erly  taken  care  of. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  IVES.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  IVES.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
chairman  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  fully 
agree  with  the  Senator  from  New  York 
as  to  the  necessity  for  such  construc¬ 
tion  in  urban  areas.  I  also  realize  that 
it  is  more  expensive  to  construct  a  high¬ 
way  in  New  York  City,  for  instance,  than 
it  is  to  construct  a  highway  from  Pough¬ 
keepsie  to  some  other  section  at  some 
distance  from  a  large  city. 

Mr.  IVES.  That  situation  applies  not 
only  to  New  York  City,  but  to  any  large 
city.  . 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes.  However,  re¬ 
gardless  of  the  expenditures  required 
for  the  construction  of  highways  in 
urban  areas — and  again  I  refer  to  New 
York  City  for  illustration — what  good 
would  it  do  to  construct  highways  in 
the  urban  areas  if  they  were  not  con¬ 
nected  with  the  remainder  of  the  State 
of  New  York  and  with  the  other  sections 
of  the  country?'  Even  in  terms  of  na¬ 
tional  defense,  the  people  in  the  urban 
areas  have  to  be  fed  by  means  of  the 
shipment  of  thousands  upon  thousands 
of  tons  of  food  daily. 

Mr.  IVES.  The  Senator  from  New 
York  points  out  that  presumably  a  for¬ 
mula  on  the  basis  of  population  would 
permit  them  to  be  fed.  After  all,  what 
good  does  it  do  to  have  fine  highways 
in  farm  districts,  and  then  because  of 
inadequate  approaches  to  large  urban 
areas,  not  have  adequate  highways  to 
convey  the  produce  from  the  farms  to 
the  cities? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  may  say  in  answer 
to  the  Senator  from  New  York  that  I 
think  he  is  correct.  It  would  not  do 
any  good.  But  why?  Because  the  prob¬ 
lem  is  not  being  met  the  way  it  should 
be  met  in  the  urban  areas.  The  only 
way  to  solve  it  is  to  do  away  with  an 
inequitable  distribution  of  the  taxpay¬ 
ers’  money.  I  may  say  to  the  Senator 
from  New  York  that  I  think  the  fair 
American  way  of  doing  it  is  according 
to  the  formula  contained  in  the  Senate 
bill.  \ 

Furthermore,  with  the  Senator’s  per¬ 
mission,  I  may  say  that  to  pass  the  House 
version  of  the  bill  and  not  to  stand  by 
what  has  been  in  existence  since  1916 
will  have  this  effect:  There  will  not  be 
a  State  west  of  the  Mississippi  or  south 
of  the  Ohio  that  will  not  lose  practically 
half  the  moneys  to  be  distributed  for 
the  construction  of  roads.  With  the  ex¬ 
ception  of  Texas  and  California  every 
State  west  of  the  Mississippi  will  be 
worse  off,  including  North  Dakota,  South 
Dakota,  Iowa,  and  Nebraska. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  will  yield,  I  should  like  to  make  the 
comment  that  that  is  what  I  had  in 
mind  when  I  said  there  were  within 
the  United  States  areas  where,  if  we  used 
population  as  a  basis  of  the  formula,  the 
highways  would  suffer  very  drastically. 
There  would  not  be  the  continuity  of 
Federal  and  State  highways  which  would 
permit  traffic  from  coast  to,  coast  or 
from  border  to  border. 

Mr.  IVES.  If  the  Senator  from  New 
York  may  comment  on  that,  and  also 
upon  the  remarks  of  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico - 

Mi-.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  moment? 

Mi’.  IVES.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
There  is  another  reason  for  that.  Most 
of  the  western  States  contain  millions  of 
acres  of  public  domain.  In  my  State 
63  percent  of  the  entire  area  is  owned  by 
the  Federal  Government.  I  cannot 
state  what  the  percentage  is  in  North 
Dakota  and  South  Dakota,  but  I  do  know 
it  is  large.  In  Nevada,  more  than  80 
percent  of  the  entire  area  of  the  State 
belongs  to  the  Federal  Government.  In 
Arizona,  Utah,  California,  Oregon, 


Washington,  and  other  States,  a  large 
percentage  of  the  acreage  is  owned  by 
the  Federal  Government.  If  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  were  willing  to  turn 
back  the  tremendous  areas  included  in 
national  parks,  in  forest  areas,  and  in 
the  public  domain  generally  back  to  the 
States,  I  probably  should  say  to  the 
Senator,  “Very  well.” 

Mr.  IVES.  In  that  connection,  the 
Senator  from  New  York  would  observe 
that  under  such  conditions  it  would 
occur  to  him  that  a  special  provision  for 
aid  should  be  created.  These  unique 
problems  and  special  provisions,  how¬ 
ever,  should  not  be  tangled  up  with 
this  interstate  highway  construction 
program. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  condition  re¬ 
ferred  to  has  prevailed  for  more  than  30 
years. 

Mi'.  IVES.  The  Senator  from  New 
York  understands  that. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  want  to  tell  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  that  I  fully  appre¬ 
ciate  the  work  of  the  officials  of  his  State. 
They  are  good.  They  are  learned  men. 

Mr.  IVES.  We  think  they  are  pretty 
good,  and  have  full  confidence  in  them. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  They  are  all  right. 
They  asked  for  a  bill  three  times  as  large 
as  this.  They  would  have  liked  a  bill 
which  carried  $1,500,000,000  a  year,  so  I 
am  informed. 

Mr.  IVES.  I  say  the  reason  for  that 
is  that  New  York  has  a  very  broad  high¬ 
way  program  in  blueprint  form. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Every  State  has  that. 
I  may  say  to  the  Senator  from  New  York 
that  the  amount  represented  by  this  bill 
is  approximately  one-third  of  the  total 
revenue  collected  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  through  the  gasoline  tax.  In 
other  words,  two-thirds  of  the  total  rev¬ 
enue  goes  back  to  the  general  treasury, 
and  we  use  but  one-third. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  New  York  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota? 

Mr.  IVES.  The  Senator  from  New 
York  would  like  to  point  out  that  the 
figures  which  have  been  offered  by  him 
remain  unrefuted.  They  are  accurate 
and  cover  every  State.  The  results 
which  are  obtained  from  them  are  con¬ 
curred  in  by  rather  distinguished 
groups.  The  Senator  from  New  York 
feels  very  strongly  that  when  it  comes 
to  the  interstate  highway  systems  of  the 
country,  the  population — because  it  is  so 
closely  related  to  highway  usage  and  to 
road-tax  contribution — is  the  only  sound 
long-term  basis  for  such  construction. 

The  Senator  from  New  York  wants 
it  definitely  understood  that  he  is  not 
arguing  against  preventing  the  States 
to  which  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
has  referred  from  getting  a  sufficient 
amount  to  take  care  of  their  needs.  But 
whatever  the  amount  may  be.  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  York  still  insists  that  the 
population  basis  is  the  sound  one.  In¬ 
terstate  highway  needs  in  the  States  of 
New  York,  Pennsylvania,  Massachu¬ 
setts,  and  Ohio,  where  the  large  indus¬ 
trial  areas  are  largely  found,  are  just 
as  great,  proportionately  speaking,  as 
they  are  anywhere  else  in  the  country. 
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Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  New  York  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota? 

Mr.  IVES.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  Looking  at  the  formula 
of  apportionment  provided  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  and  comparing  it  with  the  ap¬ 
portionment  as  it  would  be  under  the 
House  provision,  let  us  take,  for  exam¬ 
ple,  the  State  of  Nevada,  Under  the 
Senate  bill,  the  State  would  get  $857,000, 
a>.  under  the  House  provision  it  would 
get  $505,000.  or  a  loss  of  $352,000. 

I  call  attention  to  the  State  of  Nevada, 
One  cannot  reach  the  west  coast  with¬ 
out  crossing  the  State  of  Nevada,  if  he  is 
taking  the  central  route,  nor  can  inter¬ 
state  trucking  shipments  or  interstate 
bus  travel  be  carried  on  without  like¬ 
wise  passing  through  Nevada.  A  State 
such  as  Nevada,  with  its  small  popula¬ 
tion,  could  in  no  sense  afford  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  construction  of  highways  that 
would  permit  interstate  travel.  If  we 
were  to  compare  other  States,  we  should 
find,  for  example,  that  North  Dakota 
would  lose  3491,000,  whereas  the  State 
of  New  York,  in  the  event  we  adopted 
the  House  provision,  would  gain  consid¬ 
erably;  in  fact,  it  would  gain  $2,838,000. 

Mr.  IVES.  The  Senator  from  New 
York  knows  that. 

Mr.  THYE.  It  is  for  that  reason  that 
I  call  the  attention  of  the  able  junior 
Senator  from  New  York  to  the  fact  that 
if  we  are  to  have  a  highway  system 
which  will  permit  travel  from  coast  to 
coast  or  from  border  to  border,  we  are 
only  going  to  get  it  when  we  have  a 
system  of  Federal  aid  which  will  permit 
the  construction  of  highways  in  the 
sparsely  populated  areas,  as  in  some  of 
the  mountainous  regions,  where  the  cost 
of  construction  is  tremendous.  No  State 
could  afford  it.  Yet  the  wealth  of  the 
Nation  is  constantly  going  to  the  densely 
populated  areas  of  the  United  States, 
which  are  able,  through  revenues  de¬ 
rived  from  the  manufacturer  and  the 
processor  and  from  the  people  them¬ 
selves,  to  finance  their  local  activities  in 
the  urban  areas,  whereas  in  the  western 
regions,  where  the  population  is  sparse, 
they  collect  neither  from  the  manufac¬ 
turer  and  the  processor  nor  from  the 
general  population  the  revenue  with 
which  to  construct  the  highways. 

Mr.  IVES.  The  Senator  is  expressing 
fear  which  find  little  basis  in  fact.  Ex¬ 
hibit  4,  -which  I  have  inserted,  compares 
just  what  it  will  cost  to  build  this  inter¬ 
state  system — in  each  State — with  \$sat 
the  alternative  formula  would  grant  each 
State.  These  tables  show,  beyond  doubt, 
that  in  44  of  48  States,  population  comes 
closer  to  estimated  need. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield,  I  should  like  to  ask 
this  question:  If  that  is  the  case,  why 
is  it  that  the  State  of  New  York  per¬ 
mits  its  highway  administration  to  divert 
road  funds  to  other  purposes?  Last 
year  it  diverted  more  than  $27,000,000. 

Mr.  IVES.  The  State  of  New  York 
very  definitely  has  a  situation  similar 
to  what  exists  in  some  other  States :  The 
tax  on  gasoline  is  merely  an  excise  tax 


for  general  purposes,  i  should  prefer 
not  to  get  into  a  discussion  regarding 
the  use  of  the  gasoline  tax  or  the  use 
of  motor  vehicle  taxes,  if  it  is  possible 
to  avoid  it  in  this  instance. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  But  that  is  where  the 
money  comes  from. 

Mr.  IVES.  No;  the  money  comes  from 
all  the  people  of  the  State  of  New  York 
who  pay  taxes  within  the  State. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes;  but  so  far  as  the 
Federal  contribution  is  concerned,  it 
comes  from  the  specific  tax  on  gasoline. 

Mr.  IVES.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Generally  it  is  required 
in  the  States  that,  when  the  tax  is  col¬ 
lected,  it  cannot  be  diverted  to  any  other 
purpose,  but  must  be  used  exclusively  for 
road  purposes.  I  notice  the  record 
shows  that  the  Sate  of  New  York  dees 
divert  millions  of  dollars  every  year  from 
the  road  fund  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  IVES.  It  has  to,  and  occasionally, 
as  it  is  doing  under  some  of  the  road 
programs  which  are  now  in  process  of 
construction,  it  will  spend  more  money 
than  will  be  derived  from  the  gasoline 
and  motor  vehicles  taxes  which  are  im¬ 
posed  in  the  State. 

However,  I  should  like  to  point  out, 
with  reference  to  taking  the  gasoline 
tax,  that  I  am  very  much  opposed  to 
any  diversion  of  the  gasoline  tax.  I  do 
not  like  the  idea  at  all.  I  have  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  there  is  really  no 
more  equitable  method  of  raising  taxes 
than  is  the  gasoline  tax.  A  possible 
exception  may  be  the  personal  income 
tax.  Therefore,  when  the  State  of  New 
York  is  not  able  to  support  its  budget 
to  take  care  of  its  going  requirements, 
without  dipping  into  the  gasoline  tax 
money,  it  probably  is  dipping  into 
moneys  that  should  be  used  for  highways. 
But  I  do  not  think  that  is  really  perti¬ 
nent  to  the  subject.  The  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  its  system  of  doing  it,  and 
I  do  not  quarrl  with  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  this  connection,  it  is  per¬ 
fectly  all  right.  All  the  States  have 
their  own  financial  problems,  and  they 
need  their  share  of  this  money. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN,  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TVES.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  at  the  conclusion  of  the  remarks 
of  the  able  Senator  from  New  York 
there  may  be  inserted  in  the  Record  a 
table  which  showrs  the  apportionment  to 
the  States  under  either  formula  and 
which  shows  the  mileage  of  the  inter¬ 
state  system. 

Mr.  IVES.  In  that  connection,  and 
relative  to  the  Senator’s  remarks  con¬ 
cerning  it,  I  would  again  point  out  that 
the  amount  of  mileage  has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  cost.  Anyone  who  has  ever 
been  connected  with  highways  knows 
that  the  cost  per  mile  varies  tremen¬ 
dously.  I  refer  to  some  of  the  areas  to 
which  the  able  Senatoir  from  Minneso¬ 
ta  mentioned  earlier.  I  could  point  out 
sections  of  the  country  in  which  the  cost 
per  mile  is  almost  prohibitive. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  appreciate  that, 
but  I  think  the  question  which  actu¬ 


ally  presents  itself  here  is  whether  we 
shall  have  a  formula  based  on  population 
alone  or  whether  other  factors  should 
be  included.  We  should  make  an  intelli¬ 
gent  decision  about  it,  but  there  may  be 
differences  of  opinion.  In  my  opinion, 
however,  we  should  have  these  mileage 
figures  before  us,  and  I  ask  that  they 
may  be  placed  in  the  Record  at  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  Senator’s  remarks. 

Mr.  IVES.  That  is  perfectly  agreeable 
to  me.  I  have  some  tables  also. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  table 
to  which  I  have  referred  be  inserted  in 
the  Record  following  the  remarks  of  the 
Senator  from  New  York. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  I.) 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LYES.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  .should  like  to  point 
out  the  problem  we  have  in  North  Da¬ 
kota  with  7,000  miles  of  State  and  Fed¬ 
eral  highways.  Two  of  the  highways 
are  east-west  highways  and  are  of  mili¬ 
tary  importance.  Through  the  years  we 
have  not  been  able  to  bring  these  roads 
up  to  standard.  We  have  a  4-cent  gas¬ 
oline  tax  which  is  all  applied  to  roads. 
We  diverted  $8,000,000  from  the  general 
funds  of  the  State  for  road  purposes. 
That  is  probably  one-fourth  or  one-fifth 
of  all  the  money  that  comes  into  our 
State  general  fund  each  year.  I  do  not 
think  there  is  any  other  State  which 
has  gone  to  the  extent  which  we  have 
in  taxing  our  people  to  maintain  our 
road  system.  We  shall  have  to  have 
considerable  assistance  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  Changing  the  ratio  of 
matching  as  proposed  would  greatly  in¬ 
crease  our  nroblem. 

Mr.  IVES.  I  thank  the  distinguished 
Senator,  and  I  want  him  to  know  that  I 
am  in  full  sympathy  with  the  statement 
he  has  just  made.  However,  in  making 
this  statement,  I  would  point  out  that 
there  are  many  miles  of  through  high¬ 
way  in  the  State  of  New  York  today 
which  are  not  in  proper  condition.  They 
must  be  reconstructed  to  take  care  of  the 
great  density  of  traffic  which  passes  over 
them.  Probably  in  a  different  way  the 
people  of  New  York  are  just  as  much 
bothered  and  troubled  by  the  situation 
to  which  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
refers  as  are  the  people  of  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  realize  that  the  popu¬ 
lous  States  have  a  real  problem  on  their 
hands  when  it  comes  to  widening  streets, 
underpasses,  and  what  not,  but  I  am 
wondering  if  the  State  of  New  York  is 
diverting  from  its  general  fund  money 
for  road  purposes  as  my  State  is  doing. 

Mr.  TVES.  We  are  not  diverting  it 
from  the  general  fund.  Every  item  col¬ 
lected  in  the  State  of  New  York  goes 
into  the  general  fund.  We  do  not  have 
any  special  fund  except  in  certain  situa¬ 
tions,  which  are  very  limited.  It  does 
not  make  any  difference  to  us;  it  is  as 
broad  as  it  is  long.  If  we  have  a  high¬ 
way  program,  we  have  to  pay  for  it,  if  we 
can.  I  do  not  think  we  owe  too  much  at 
the  moment. 
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Exhibit  I 

Comparison  of  apportionment  for  interstate- system  funds  as  recommended  by  Senate  Public  Works  Committee  and  as  adopted  by  the 

House  of  Representatives 


State 

Apportion¬ 
ment.  rec¬ 
ommended 
by  Senate 
committee 
(primary- 
road 
formula) 

Mileage, 

I.  n.  s. 

Apportion¬ 

ment 

adopted  by 
Houso 
(population 
formula) 

Increase 
resulting 
from  uso 
of  Senate 
formula 
instead  of 
House 
formula 

Decrease 
resulting 
from  use 
of  Senate 
formula 
instead  of 
House 
formula 

Alabama . . . 

$1,457,000 

8P0.  8 

$1,246, 000 

$211,000 

991>  000 

1, 136.0 

505, 000 

486, 000 

Arkansas . . 

1,167’  000 

'  517. 8 

838, 000 

329, 000 

California . . 

3, 223, 000 

1, 900.  5 

4,551,000 

$1,328, 000 

Colorado _ _ 

1,210,  000 

661.7 

519,000 

091, 000 

Connecticut _ 

'  457, 000 

262.4 

862, 000 

405.  000 

T/elaware.. . . 

337, 000 

25.5 

505, 000 

1C8, 000 

Florida . 

1,060, 000 

1,141.2 

1,064,  000 

4,000 

1,  716, 000 

1, 110.6 

1,364,  000 

352, 000 

Idaho . . . 

'  £34,  000 

616.  9 

505, 000 

329,  000 

2,697,  000 

1,540.9 

3,  605.  000 

908. 000 

1.701,000 

1, 065.  4 

1,704,  000 

3.000 

1,697,  000 

070.  2 

1, 128,  000 

569,  000 

1,  716,000 

701.  5 

831,000 

885,  000 

1. 282.  000 

048.4 

1,235,  000 

47,  000 

1,070.  000 

597.1 

1,122,  000 

62, 000 

5£9,  000 

300.4 

505,  000 

84,  000 

Maryland _ 

COO.  000 

205.  5 

928, 000 

328.  000 

Massachusetts . . 

912,  COO 

335. 8 

2,011,000 

1, 0S9,  000 

Michigan _ 

2,  205.  000 

962.5 

2.  711,000 

500,  000 

Minnesota  . . 

1.  841,  000 

850.5 

1,271,000 

570,  000 

1,239,000 

691.  0 

909,  000 

330, 000 

Missouri . . 

2,  029,  noo 

1, 070.  8 

1,  679,  000 

350,  000 

Montana _ 

1, 344,  000 

1,  243.  7 

505,  000 

830.  000 

Nebraska 

1, 338,  000 

460.6 

549,  000 

780,  000 

Nevada. . . 

857,000 

537.3 

505,  000 

352,  000 

State 

Apportion¬ 
ment  rec¬ 
ommended 
by  Senate 
committee 
(primary- 
road 
formula) 

Mileage, 
I.  U.  S. 

Apportion¬ 

ment 

adopted  by 
House 
(population 
formula) 

Increase 
resulting 
from  use 
of  Senate 
formula 
instead  of 
House 
formula 

Decrease 
resulting 
from  uso 
of  Senate 
formula 
instead  of 

formula 

New  Hampshire . 

$337, 000 

201.0 

$505, 000 

Sin*,  noo 

Now  Jersey... 

938, 000 

192.4 

2, 080,  000 

1, 142,000 

New  Mexico _ 

1,081,000 

1,012.5 

505, 000 

$576,  000 

New  York.  .. 

3, 303, 000 

1,  034.  3 

6,  141,000 

2,  m,  <j66 

North  Carolina _ 

1, 694,  000 

712.7 

1, 649, 000 

45. 666 

North  Dakota  , 

996,  000 

498. 3 

505,  000 

491, 000 

Ohio . . 

2, 498,  000 

1,216.4 

3, 409,  000 

911,000 

Oklahoma . 

1,  518, 000 

780. 1 

982,000 

536, 000 

Oregon _ 

1, 210,  000 

703.  0 

741,000 

409,000 

Pennsylvania . 

2,  820,  000 

1, 350.  9 

4, 537,  000 

1, 717,000 

337,(000 

48.6 

505, 000 

168, 000 

936,  000 

697. 0 

85  k  000 

£2.  090 

1, 056,  000 

514.  7 

505,  COO 

551, 600 

1,500, 000 

1.044.9 

1,380,  000 

1 20, 009 

Texas . . 

4, 431.  000 

2,  704.  8 

3,214,  000 

1,  217,  Ci  0 

Ttah. . . 

788. 000 

704. 1 

505,  000 

203,  000 

337.  000 

339.  8 

505,  000 

It'S,  000 

1, 306, 000 

901.  7 

1,324,000 

18,000 

1, 180,  000 

579.  5 

1, 102,  000 

78. 000 

' 749,  000 

211.9 

828, 000 

79,000 

1,  659.  000 

449. 1 

'  1,432  000 

227,  000 

825,000 

1 

972.7 

505, 000 

320, 000 

Hawaii.  _  _ _ 

[  337, 000 

605,  000 

168, 000 

Puerto  Rico _ 

Note.— The,  apportionment  formula  recommended  by  the  Senate  committee  is  the  long-established  primary  road  formula,  which  is  based  upon  the  3  factors  of  area,  population 
and  rural  mail  routes,  with  special  recognition  for  States  with  large  areas  of  public  domain.  The  apportionment  formula  adopted  by  the  House  is  an  entirely  new  formula  based 
upon  population  only.  It  has  never  been  used  before  in  Federal-aid  highway  programs. 


Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  say  a  word  about  the  highway 
discussion  in  which  we  have  been  en¬ 
gaged  in  a  very  informative  and  interest¬ 
ing  manner,  it  has  seemed  to  me.  I 
want  to  associate  myself  completely  and 
enthusiastically  with  the  comments  just 
made  by  my  distinguished  colleague 
from  North  Dakota.  The  State  of  South 
Dakota  has  a  number  of  east- west  high¬ 
ways  clear  across  the  State  which  are 
frequently  used  for  interstate  traffic  and 
traversed  by  heavy  trucks.  It  is  almost 
impossible  for  a  small  State  like  ours 
to  maintain  these  arterial  roads.  In 
fact,  we  have  used  the  full  returns  from 
our  gasoline  taxes  for  that  purpose,  and 
the  next  legislature  is  contemplating  in¬ 
creasing  the  gasoline  tax  for  that  pur¬ 
pose.  The  highways  are  going  to  pieces, 
in  part,  because  of  the  heavy  traffic  im¬ 
posed  upon  them  by  interstate  trucks 
and  busses  traveling  across  the  country 
and  using  our  interstate  highways. 

I  desire  now,  Mr.  President,  to  refer 
to  another  subject. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  has  the 
fi~rr  in  . ■  - 

PROTECTION  OF  GOVERNMENT  AGAINST 

COMMUNISTS  AND  SUBVERSIVE 

GROUPS 

Mr.  MUNDT.  'Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  address  the  Jfenate  in  connection  with 
the  amendment  which,  by  unanimous 
consent,  is  to  be  voted  on  next  Monday 
and  whiejaf  has  been  introduced  jointly 
by  the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Ferguson]  and  by  the  junior  Senator 
from  South  Dakota.  As  every  Member 
of  the  Senate  knows,  that  amendment 
is,  in  essence,  Senate  bill  2311.  It  is  the 
entire  text  of  that  measure,  and  is 


s  Con: 


known  ; 

3  trol  Act  of  1950. 

I  Mr.  President,  I  want  to  express  my 
i  appreciation  of  the  Democratic  Mem¬ 
bers,  and  especially  the  acting  majority 
[leader  [Mr.  MaybSnk],  for  working  out 
*  a  unanimous-consent  agreement  where- 
;  by  on  next  Monday  wWcan  have  a  show- 
_  down  vote  on  .(his  question  which  has 
'  been  before  the  Senate  to  one  way  or 
‘  another  fop  more  than  39^nonths.  It 
has  been  on  the  calendar  stoce  March 
I  22  of  thjs  year.  It  has  been  vteed  upon 
i  in  its  essential  features  by  the  Itouse  of 
Representatives  in  the  EightietHkCon- 
;grq*s.  The  Senate  did  not  then  Nave 
an  opportunity  to  vote  upon  it. 
Certainly,  Mr.  President,  we  are  n? 
[considering  something  in  haste;  certainly 
••  we  are  not  considering  something  about 
|  which  all  Members  of  the  Senate  are 
;  not  clearly  and  fully  advised;  nor  are 
l  we  considering  a  measure  which  is  new 
j  to  the  general  public,  because  ten  or  a 
i  dozen  of  the  outstanding  national  or- 
i  ganizations  of  America  have  by  conven- 
i  tion  resolutions  endorsed  Senate  bill 
2311,  the  so-called  Mundt-Ferguson- 
Johnston  bill.  Those  organizations  in¬ 
clude  the  American  Legion,  Veterans  of 
Foreign  Wars,  the  Amvets,  the  Catholic 
War  Veterans,  to  mention  some  of  the 
war  veterans’  organizations.  The  Na¬ 
tional  Education  Association  and  the 
United  States  Chamber  of  Commerce 
have  endorsed  it,  as  have  fraternal 
groups,  business  groups,  and  organiza¬ 
tions  throughout  the  country  which  nor¬ 
mally  study  legislative  matters  and  try 
to  register  their  opinions  with  Congress. 

It  seems  to  me,  Mr.  President,  that  it 
is  fitting  and  proper  that  we  shall  now 
at  long  last  have  a  definite  opportunity 
in  the  Senate  to  vote  our  wishes. 


. Since  *  that  opportunity  is  coming 

along,  several  Senators  have  suggested 
that  I  discuss  the  record  behind  the  bill 
and  the  specific  purpose  and  provisions 
of  the  legislation.  I  think  probably  it 
is  a  good  idea,  if  we  are  to  have  a  chance 
to  vote  on  S.  2311,  because  of  late  we 
have  had  a  whole  rash  of  so-called  Com¬ 
munist-control  bills,  some  of  them  con¬ 
ceived  in  tremendous  haste,  some  of 
them  virtually  whipped  together  with 
scissors  and  scotch  tape,  some  of  them 
rushed  up  here  by  special  messenger 
from  the  White  House,  with  the  mes¬ 
senger  all  out  of  breath. 

I  welcome  this  general  outburst  of 
interest  in  legislation  of  this  type.  As 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Fer¬ 
guson!  and  I  have  stated,  if  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  remove  the  names  of  Republican 
enators  from  the  legislation,  we  are 
perfectly  willing  to  do  that  and  support 
ther<McCarran  bill,  if  it  is  reported  from 
the  committee,  because  the  major  por¬ 
tion  onthe  McCarran  bill  is  a  complete 
replica  oLS.  2311,  and  was  prepared  by 
cutting  pates  from  S.  2311  and  pasting 
them  togetlW  as  the  major  part  of  the 
McCarran  omtobus  legislation. 

However,  I  tfitok  we  should  be  a  little 
concerned  about\he  possibility  that  in 
the  zeal  and  zest  tWbe  sure  that  meas¬ 
ures  of  this  kind  wmch  come  from  the 
Democratic  side  of  tnltnisle,  we  do  not 
jump  too  quickly  to  suftoort  legislation 
which  is  improperly  conserved.  When 
dealing  with  subversive-actmty  controls 
we  are  dealing  with  the  rigbts  of  all 
Americans.  It  seems  to  me  «k  be  im¬ 
portant  that  we  go  into  these  matters 
in  detail  and  that  proposed  legislation 
be  screened  by  the  best  legal  talent  avail¬ 
able  in  America.  It  is  also  important 
that  we  do  not  simply  pass  ineffective- 
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legislation  which  appears  to  be  an  effec¬ 
tive  kind  of  control,  and  thus  putting 
abroad  in  this  land  a  sense  of  false 
security. 

We  are  certainly  insecure  enough  with 
55,000  known  disloyal  Communist  agents 
in  our  midst — insecure  enough  that  we 
cannot  afford  to  pass  legislation  which 
appears  to  do  the  job,  but  fails  to  do  it, 
with  our  boys  dying  in  Korea  fighting  for 
what  they  believe  to  be  an  all-out  effort 
against  communism. 

I  notice  in  the  legislative  daily  which 
comes  to  our  desks  that  in  the  Tuesday 
issue  Chairman  Celler,  of  the  House 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  said  he  and 
the  Senate  majority  leader,  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Lucas],  were  prepar¬ 
ing  a  new  internal  security  bill  to  replace 
several  pending  House  and  Senate  meas¬ 
ures  which  President  Truman  dislikes. 
I  do  not  know  whether  President  Tru¬ 
man  dislikes  Senate  bill  2311,  because  he 
has  never  specifically  referred  to  it:  I 
do  know  that  Chairman  Celler,  of  the 
House  Judiciary  Committee,  has  been 
one  of  the  most  bitter  and  outspoken 
foes  of  Senate  bill  2311  ever  since  its 
introduction  in  the  House.  He  has  de¬ 
cried  time  after  time  legislation  of  this 
type  which  requires  a  Communist  to  reg¬ 
ister  and  to  come  out  into  the  open.  I 
am  afraid  that  if  our  majority  leader 
associates  himself  with  Mr.  Celler  in  the 
introduction  of  a  bill,  which  the  news 
report  indicates  they  are  trying  to  draw 
up  quickly,  they  will  bring  in  some  kind 
of  milk-toast  proposition  which  will  fail 
to  give  us  the  kind  of  legislation  which  is 
required.  I  do  not  propose  to  condemn 
legislation  before  I  see  it.  However,  I 
venture  far  enough  in  the  uncertain 
ground  of  prophecy  to  predict  that  that 
legislation  will  lack  what  every  good 
American  realizes  must  be  contained  in 
a  bill  dealing  with  Communists  in  this 
country  while  fighting  it  abroad.  I  pre¬ 
dict  it  will  be  a  weak,  ineffective,  and  dis¬ 
illusioning  proposition. 

Mr.  President,  I  think,  first  of  all,  a 
word  should  be  said  as  to  why  this  legis¬ 
lation  fits  into  the  pattern  of  legislative 
machinery  which  we  are  considering  this 
week,  the  Maybank  production-control, 
bill,  which  will  come  up  for  a  vote  on 
Monday. 

I  think  we  can  start  out  by  agreeing 
that  both  pieces  of  legislation,  Senate 
bill  2311  and  the  Maybank  production- 
control  bill,  grow  out  of  the  same  source. 
They  grow  out  of  the  menace  of  world 
communism.  They  both  grow  directly 
out  of  the  fact  that  we  are  at  war  with 
communism.  They  grow  directly  out  of 
the  fact  that  we  are  at  war  with  commu¬ 
nism,  an  ideological  cold  war  at  the  time 
the  Mundt-Ferguson  bill  was  introduced 
and  a  hot  blood-letting  and  shooting  war 
now  in  Korea.  Both  that  bill  and  the 
Mundt-Ferguson  bill  grow  out  of  the 
conflict  we  are  having  with  communism. 
Both  move  toward  utilizing  the  same 
kind  of  cure.  Both  would  impose  upon 
Americans  certain  regulations,  certain 
stipulations,  certain  controls,  in  order 
that  the  people  within  our  boundaries- 
may  marshal  the  greatest  possible 
strength  to  defeat  communism  wherever 
it  challenges  our  Christian  civilization 
and  the  freedoms  which  we  have  always 


enjoyed  in  America.  Hence,  both  bills 
are  part  of  the  same  pattern.  They  are 
part  of  the  legislative  machinery  re¬ 
quired  to  do  the  job.  They  are  part  of 
the  same  job,  unless  we  propose  to  draft 
boys  to  fight  and  die  for  a  purpose  abroad 
and  somehow  lack  the  courage  to  face 
up  to  communism  at  home.  Unless  we 
are  willing  to  accept  that  unhappy  hy¬ 
pothesis  it  must  be  realized  that  both 
pieces  of  legislation  strike  at  the  same 
evil.  They  can  therefore  very  appro¬ 
priately  be  considered  together.  They 
utilize  the  mechanics  of  control,  the  me¬ 
chanics  of  Government  authority,  and 
the  mechanics  of  Government  regulation 
to  move  against  the  evil  forces  of  com¬ 
munism. 

I  think  it  was  Abraham  Lincoln  who 
on  being  asked  how  long  the  man’s  legs 
should  be  said  they  should  be  just  long 
enough  to  reach  the  ground.  I  think 
we  can  apply  that  kind  of  test  to  legis¬ 
lation  of  this  type.  What  do  we  need 
in  this  type  of  legislative  pattern  on  the 
home  front  to  meet  the  challenge  of  com¬ 
munism  when  we  are  fighting  it  6,000 
'miles  away?  What  we  need  is  just 
enough  legislation  to  do  the  job.  It 
would  be  foolish  to  add  anything  extra, 
but  it  would  be  suicidal  to  settle  for  any¬ 
thing  else.  With  the  exception  of  per¬ 
haps  8  or  10  Senators  I  doubt  that  any¬ 
one  will  st^nd  up  between  now  and  Mon¬ 
day  and  say,  “All  we  need  is  legislation 
which  will  require  patriotic  and  decent 
Americans  to  curb  their  acquisitive  in¬ 
stincts  a  little,  sq  that  we  can  get  enough 
productive  impetus  going  to  supply  our 
soldiers  in  Korea  ,v.  That  is  necessary, 
of  course,  and  certainly  I  shall  support 
such  legislation.  However,  it  will  not 
do  the  job  alone.  Sodie thing  else  will 
be  required.  We  can  no  more  afford  to 
have  the  war  effort  of  America  sabotaged 
by  some  conspiratorial  communistic 
means  than  we  can  afford  to  have  it 
sabotaged  by  someone’s  selfishness  in  the 
production  effort. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  ft^duce 
the  required  legislation  down  to  its  three 
essential  elements,  because  in  the  frantic 
effort  downtown  to  rush  up  Communists 
control  bill  after  Communist-control  bill  ' 
and  submit  them  to  the  committee  even 
before  the  ink  on  them  is  dry,  it  seems 
that  recognition  is  not  made  of  the  fact 
that  in  dealing  with  Communists  one 
does  not  have  half  a  hundred  different 
alternatives.  Certain  things  must  be 
included.  Certain  things  must  be 
stressed.  If  not,  we  fail  to  recognize  the 
nature  of  the  conspiratorial  enemy  with 
which  we  are  dealing.  I  wish  to  reduce 
them  to  those  elements.  They  are  all 
found  in  S.  2311,  and  S.  2311  is  the 
amendment  which  we  have  offered  for 
consideration  next  Monday. 

disclosure 

The  first  important  element  in  any 
kind  of  effective  Communist-control  bill 
is  the  element  of  disclosure.  When  we 
are  dealing  with  the  secret  Communist 
conspiratorial  apparatus,  unless  we  can 
disclose  and  expose  it  we  cannot  fight  it 
effectively.  If  and  when  the  so-called 
Celler-Lucas  bill  comes  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  I  would  ask  Senators  to  see  what 
kind  of  provision  is  made  on  the  matter 
of  disclosure.  .Will  it  require  Commu¬ 


nists  to  come  out  in  the  open,  or  will  they 
be  permitted  to  continue  to  sneak 
around  and  drive  the  dagger  of  treason 
into  the  backs  of  our  men  in  uniform? 
S.  2311  provides  for  complete  disclosure. 
We  say  to  the  Communists:  “You  must 
register.  You  must  come  out  into  the 
open.  You  must  register  in  a  public 
place,  in  the  Office  of  the  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral.  You  must  register  as  a  member 
of  the  Communist  Party.  You  must 
register  and  operate  in  the  open,  where 
good,  patriotic  people  will  see  to  it  that 
your  excesses  are  curbed.  You  must  reg¬ 
ister  and  come  out  in  the  open,  or  you 
must  go  to  jail.  You  can  take  your 
choice.’’ 

If  the  junior  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  could  make  the  choice  for  them,  he 
would  prefer  to  see  them  in  jail.  But 
we  give  them  their  choice.  That  is  their 
American  right.  If  they  come  out  in  the 
open,  and  we  know  where  they  are,  we 
can  protect  ourselves  against  the  evil. 

IDENTIFICATION 

The  second  element  we  put  in  is  iden¬ 
tification.  We  require  the  Communists 
to  identify  their  sources  of  income,  where 
they  get  their  treacherous  money,  and 
how  they  spend  it.  Who  is  providing 
the  money  to  murder  freedom  on  Amer¬ 
ican  soil?  Who  is  financing  the  Com¬ 
munist  publications?  Who  is  financing 
the  organizers  they  have  in  all  our 
States?  Who  contributes  the  money, 
and  where  is  it  spent? 

We  require  them  to  identify  not  only 
that,  but  the  officials  of  the  party.  Who 
is  it  who  calls  the  signals?  Who  does 
the  master  minding?  Who  are  the 
members  of  the  American  Communist 
Politburo?  More  Americans  today  know 
who  it  is  who  is  running  the  Politburo  in 
the  Kremlin  than  know  the  names  of  the 
Communist  politburo  in  America. 

Mr.  President,  is  that  security?  Is 
that  defense?  Can  I  be  happy,  along 
with  the  Democratic  policy  committee, 
knowing  that  since  March  22  of  this  year 
we  have  had  a  legislative  proposal  which 
would  correct  that  situation,  but  which 
they  have  refused  to  bring  to  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  for  a  vote?  I  cannot.  So 
I  look  forward  to  an  opportunity  next 
week  to  get  a  vote  on  legislation  of  this 
kind,  when  we  can  stand  up  and  be 
counted,  when  men  can  rearrange  their 
alibi^-and  go  home  and  explain  their 
votes,  or  proudly  go  home  to  boast  of  the 
decisions  ..they  have  made.  That  is  the 
American  procedure.  It  is  an  oppor-. 
tunity  courteous  men  should  always 
crave.  It  is  "an  opportunity  I  hope  we 
will  soon  have  cm  the  floor  of  the  United 
States  Senate. 

We  require  Communists  to  identify 
their  front  organizations.  Who  are  the 
prettily  named  organizations  out  do¬ 
ing  the  nasty  work  of  thhse  godless  Com¬ 
munists?  Had  the  so-ft^lled  Mundt- 
Ferguson-Johnston  bill  been  in  effect  4 
years  ago,  when  the  Communist  Party 
conceived  the  idea  of  having  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Youth  for  Democracy,  a  nic\sound- 
ing  title,  on  the  college  campuses,  some 
college  professors  joining,  many  Ameri¬ 
can  boys  and  girls  joining,  everyone 
would  have  known  it  was  a  Communist 
organization  and  they  would  have 
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distinguished  colleague  from  Virginia  in 
his  well-deserved  tribute  to  the  senior 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden]. 

I  ftaight  add  that  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Mc- 
KellarI,  the  President  pro  tempore,  now 
presiding* \over  the  Senate,  has  really 
made  me  wbrk  on  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  *on  many  occasions. 

OLD-AGE  and'  SURVIVORS  INSURANCE 
COVERAGE  OF  WORKERS  ON  FARMS 
UNDER  CONFERENCE  AGREEMENT  ON 
H.  R.  6000. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  President,  yester¬ 
day  in  connection  with  submitting  the 
conference  report  on  H.  R.  6000, 1  stated 
that  I  would  offer  for  the  Record  this 
morning  as  a  part  of  the  report  from  the 
committee,  a  further  statement  regard¬ 
ing  farm  workers  as  covered  under  H.  R. 
6000.  I  now  submit  the  statement  and 
ask  that  it  be  incorporated  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Coverage 
of  Workers  on  Fahms  Under  the  Confer¬ 
ence  Agreement  on  H.  R.  6000 
The  conference  agreement  extends  old-age 
and  survivors  insurance  coverage  to  regu¬ 
larly  employed  workers  on  farms.  For  a 
farm  worker  to  become  regularly  employed 
and  thus  brought  under  coverage  he  must: 
(1)  work  continuously  for  one  employer  dur¬ 
ing  all  of  one  calendar  quarter;  and  (2)  per¬ 
form  agricultural  labor  for  the  same  em¬ 
ployer  on  a  full-time  basis  on  60  days  or 
more  in  the  next  calendar  quarter  and  earn 
at  least  $50  in  cash  wages  for  such  agricul¬ 
tural  labor.  Under  "such  circumstances  the 
employee  is  covered  for  the  second  calendar 
quarter.  The  employee  continues  to  be  cov¬ 
ered  in  each  succeeding  calendar  quarter  in 
which  he  performs  agricultural  labor  for  the 
same  employer  and  meets  the  60-day  and  $50 
cash-wages  requirements. 

If  in  one  of  the  succeeding  calendar  quar¬ 
ters  he  is  not  continuously  employed  and 
does  not  perform  rgricultural  labor  on  a  full¬ 
time  basis  on  60  days  for  the  same  employer, 
but  does  earn  $50  or  more  for  performing 
such  labor,  he  is  covered  for  that  quarter 
even  though  he  meets  only  the  cash-wages 
requirement.  However,  he  is  not  covered 
In  the  quarter  following  the  one  in  which 
he  met  only  the  cash-wages  requirement 
even  though  he  again  performs  agricultural 
labor  for  the  same  employer  and  meets  hot. 
the  60-day  and  $50  Wage  requirements 
such  cases  the  employee,  to  obtain  cove: 
must  meet  the  same  requirements  as. -If  he 
were  a  new  employee  going  to  work  for  thS'" 
employer  for  the  first  time.  In  other  words,  jj 
he  has  to  fulfill  the  requirements  outlined  in  ! 
the  preceding  paragraph. 

The  following  example  illustrates  the  effect  J 
of  the  provisions  in  the  conference  agree¬ 
ment  relating  to  the  coverage  of  workers  on 
farms.  A  works  for  farmer  B  continuously 
In  the  October-December  quarter  of  this 
year.  In  the  January-March  quarter  of 
1951,  A  works  on  B’g  farm  on  a  full-time 
basis  on  60  days  and  earns  $50  or  more  in 
cash  wages.  Thep  the  services  performed 
by  A  in  the  Janizary-March  quarter  are  cov¬ 
ered  employment  and  B  is  required  to  pay 
the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  tax  on 
the  cash  wages  paid  for  such  services.  If  A 
performs  services  on  B’s  farm  in  the  April- 
June  qu§i*ter  and  earns  at  least  $50  in  cash 
wages  sifich  services  are  covered  and  farmer 
B  woyid  be  required  to  pay  the  tax  on  the 
wages  paid  even  if  A  leaves  B’s  employment 
without  working  60  days.  Under  these  cir¬ 
cumstances  A’s  services  in  the  July-Septem- 
ber  quarter  are  not  covered  even  though  he 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


12955 


again  becomes  employed  by  B  and  works  on 
B’s  farm  continuously  through  the  July- 
September  quarter  and  earns  in  excess  of  $50. 
This  follows  from  the  fact  that  A  did  not 
meet  the  60-day  test  in  the  April-June  quar¬ 
ter.  A’s  services  are  covered  in  the  October- 
December,  1951  quarter,  however,  if  he  works 
on  B’s  farm  on  a  full-time  basis  on  60  days 
and  in  such  quarter  earns  $50  or  more  in 
cash  wages. 

SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT  AMENDMENT  OF 
1950 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  fol¬ 
lowing  the  Senate’s  approval  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report  on  H.  R.  6000  yesterday, 
the  senior  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Magnuson]  presented  for  the  Rec-  ' 
ord  some  information  as  to  what  the  new 
and  improved  social-security  law  means. 
He  has  provided  some  additional  infor¬ 
mation  as  to  how  this  affects  his  own 
State  of  Washington,  and  I  request  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  it  be  printed  in  the 
body  of  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  infor¬ 
mation  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

In  Washington  State  there  are  55,944  peo. 
pie  now  receiving  benefits  under  the  old-a^e 
and.  survivors  insurance  program  as  of  X u- 
gusffO950. 

These  people  have  been  receiving  aryaggre- 
gate  of '$1,227,248  annually.  Under /ne  new 
program  •and  the  average  increas^  of  77  y2 
percent,  t^s  amount  will  be  ijjrcreased  to 
$2,212,775  annually. 

In  other  wo»ds,  beginning  w#h  the  month 
of  September, ^they  will  receive  this  auto¬ 
matic  increase  in. benefits,  Jo  be  paid  by  the 
checks  issued  to  them  ln/October. 
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gram.  Thijrwill  be  increased  to  a  total  of 
more  thaig  650,000  immediately,  because  of 
the  newsgroups  who  are  being  added. 

For  Instance,  94,000  will  be  added  in  the 
nonfajftn  self-employed  group,  which  includes  ? 
growers,  etc.  Another  20,000  agricultural 
will  be  added.  An  estimated  9,000  i 
5mestic  workers  will  come  under  coverage,  ! 
with  an  estimated  37,500  who  are 
employees  of  State  and  local  governments,  j 
There  are  some  others,  such  as  Federal  work¬ 
ers  who  are  not  covered  by  any  previous 
program,  who  also  will  be  added. 

These  are  the  nearest  estimates  concern- 
.  ing..WasiaiagtaJi..&ts.te  now  available. 

FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1950 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act, 
approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  to  author¬ 
ize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  pending  bill,  House 
bill  7941,  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
the  construction  of  highways  which  au¬ 
thorizes  an  appropriation  of  $620,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952, 
and  an  equal  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30, 1953.  It  will  be  remembered 
that  a  few  weeks  ago  we  voted  to  appro¬ 
priate  $385,000,000  for  roads  for  the  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year  which  will  end  June  30, 
1951.  The  present  proposal  is  therefore 


to  increase  by  60  percent  the  road  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1952  and 
1953  above  the  sum  which  we  voted  to 
appropriate  for  the  fiscal  year  1951. 

In  the  discussion  of  the  general  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  it  developed,  when  the 
junior  Senator  from  Illinois  tried  to  cut 
the  road  appropriation  from  $385,000,- 
000  to  $285,000,000  for  the  current  year, 
that  the  proponents  of  the  pending 
measure  declared  that  it  would  be  a  legal 
and  a  moral  breach  of  faith  to  alter  ap¬ 
propriations  which  had  previously  been 
authorized.  According  to  them,  once  the 
authorization  bill  had  been  passed,  once 
the  States  had  been  told  how  much 
money  they  would  get  under  the  bill,  once 
the  States  had  proposed  the  projects 
which  had  been  approved  by  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads,  and  once  the  engineers’ 
plans  and  specifications  had  been  drawn, 
and  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  which  then  issued  a  letter  to  the 
States  saying  that  Federal  fund?  would 
be  provided  to  meet  the  Federal  share  of 
the  projects,  it  was  then  impossible  for 
Congress  to  diminish  the  appropriation. 

PASSAGE  OF  HIGHWAY  BILL  WILL  DETERMINE 
APPROPRIATIONS  2  YEARS  IN  ADVANCE 

Mr.  President,  we  are  now  determin¬ 
ing  on  this  road  bill  what  the  appropria¬ 
tions  will  be  for  1952  and  1953.  If  we 
pass  a  bill  providing  $620,000,000  for  each 
of  these  years  now,  then  next  year  when 
the  appropriation  bill  comes  along  it  will 
be  said,  “It  is  too  late  for  us  to  alter  the 
terms.  You  authorized  it  in  H.  R.  7941, 
and  if  you  do  not  vote  for  the  appropria¬ 
tions  asked  by  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads,  you  will  be  breaking  a  contract 
between  the  Federal  Government  and 
the  States,  which  Congress  has  no  legal 
or  moral  right  to  do.”  It  will  be  said, 
“On  the  basis  of  the  law,  tables  were  pre¬ 
pared  showing  how  much  each  State  was 
to  receive,  and  an  invitation  was  ex¬ 
tended  to  all  the  -State  departments  of 
highways  to  ‘come  and  get  it.’  Then  the 
State  departments  of  highways  submit¬ 
ted  their  plans  for  general  projects,  and 
these,  when  approved,  served  as  the  basis 
for  engineering  plans  which  have  been, 
drawn  and  approved  by  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  which  has  agreed  to  furnish 
the  Federal  share  of  the  funds.”  When 
the  request  comes  from  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  for  appropriations  for  next 
year,  it  will  be  said  that  these  must  not 
be  changed. 

So,  Mr.  President,  we  are  now  deter¬ 
mining  how  much  money  is  to  be  spent 
on  highways  for  the  year  1951-52  and 
for  the  year  1952-53.  We  are  in  ef¬ 
fect  appropriating  the  money,  because 
the  intermediate  step  of  contract  au¬ 
thorizations  approved  by  Congress  is 
swept  away,  and  we  move,  in  the  case  of 
public  roads,  directly  from  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  into  an  appropriation,  and  that  ap¬ 
propriation,  in  turn,  is  said  to  be  outside 
the  control  of  Congress. 

BIX  HUNDRED  AND  TWENTY  MILLION  DOLLARS  13 

AN  EXCESSIVE  SUM  AT  THE  PRESENT  TIME 

It  will  be  remembered  by  those  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  that  I  have  tried  to 
argue  that  the  Congress  is  not  legally 
nor  morally  bound  by  commitments 
made  by  the  administrative  authorities. 
I  believe  it  is  dangerous  and  unconsti- 
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tutional  for  Congress  to  lose  the  right 
to  appropriate  at  its  discretion.  But  I 
have  stood  alone  in  the  position  which 
I  have  taken,  and  it  seems  to  be  the 
general  opinion  of  the  Senate  that,  once 
the  authorization  has  been  made,  future 
Congresses  are  in  effect  bound. 

Mr.  President,  I  submit  that  the  total 
of  $620,000,000  which  we  are  being  asked 
to  authorize,  and  which  will  constitute 
a  basis  for  appropriation,  is  an  excessive 
sum  in  view  even  of  peacetime  condi¬ 
tions,  and  certainly  an  excessive  sum  in 
view  of  the  hostilities  in  Korea,  and  the 
long  and  costly  period  of  military  prepa¬ 
ration  which  lies  ahead. 

The  road  appropriations  for  the  cur¬ 
rent  year,  as  I  said,  are  $385,000,000.  A 
3-year  authorization  of  $500,000,000  a 
year,  stretched  over  4  years,  makes  it 
approximately  $375,000,000  a  year,  which 
in  turn  was  stretched  to  $385,000,000  in 
the  instant  year.  But  the  bill  which  is 
now  before  the  Senate  calls  for  an  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $620,000,000  per  year. 
Two  hundred  and  twenty-five  million 
dollars  of  this  is  for  primary  highways, 
$200,000,000  for  secondary  roads,  $125,- 
000;000  for  urban  highways,  and  $70,- 
000,000  for  interstate  highways-  This  is 
an  increase  of  approximately  60  percent 
above  the  amounts  which  we  are  appro¬ 
priating  for  the  current  year,  despite  the 
fact  that  we  are  in  a  shooting  war  in 
Korea,  and  no  one  knows  what  the  end 
will  be. 

NOW  IS  NOT  THE  TIME  TO  INCREASE  HIGHWAY 
FUNDS  BY  60  PERCENT 

It  is  not  merely  business  as  usual  and 
Government  as  usual,  but  Government 
spending  on  a  vastly  larger  scale  than 
we  have  had  in  periods  of  peace.  In¬ 
stead  of  curtailing  expenditures,  in  view 
of  the  commitments  for  military  outlays 
and  appropriations,  this  is  a  proposal 
to  increase  by  60  percent  expenditures 
for  roads.  At  a  time  when  we  should  be 
contracting,  the  Government  will  be  put¬ 
ting  materials  and  men  into  the  con¬ 
struction  of  roads,  not  all  of  them — in¬ 
deed  not  many  of  them — vitally  con¬ 
nected  with  the  national  defense. 

I  submit  that  this  is  a  grossly  exces¬ 
sive  sum.  It  is  greater  than  the  Presi¬ 
dent  asked  in  the  budget  which  he  sub¬ 
mitted  in  January,  and  the  President  at 
that  time  did  not  anticipate  the  Korean 
war  or  how  great  our  military  expendi¬ 
tures  would  be.  At  that  time  the  Pres¬ 
ident  asked  for  $500,000,000.  The  House 
in  the  generosity  which  it  displays  in 
such  matters,  increased  the  ante  to 
$550,000,000.  The  Senate  committee, 
exuding  goodness  and  generosity  from 
their  very  pores,  increased  the  total  to 
$620,000,000.  or  an  increase  of  $120,000,- 
000  above  the  amount  for  which  the 
President  asked. 

THE  PRESIDENT  HAS  ASKED  FOR  A  CUT  IN  THESE 
FUNDS 

I  read  in  the  newspapers  this  morning 
the  press  release  which  the  President  is¬ 
sued  yesterday  declaring,  first,  "that  this 
sum  was  excessive,  asking  that  it  be  cut 
back  at  least  to  $500,000,000,  and  also 
Implying  that  there  was  too  great  weight 
given  to  secondary  roads  in  the  program 
which  is  contemplated — and  I  shall  say 
something  about  that  in  a  few  mo¬ 


ments — and  asking  that  the  totals  be  re¬ 
duced,  and  that  the  emphasis  within  the 
total  program  be  shifted  away  from  sec¬ 
ondary  roads  more  toward  urban  and 
toward  interstate  highways. 

I  have  heard  by  the  grapevine  this 
morning — although  I  have  not  had  it 
officially  confirmed — that  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Public  Works  is  somewhat 
willing  to  recede  from  the  position  of 
$620,000,000;  that  possibly  it  may  back 
down  to  $500,000,000,  but  without  the 
shifting  within  that  total  of  $500,000,000 
to  the  degree  which  the  President  re¬ 
quests. 

Mr.  President,  I  intend  to  submit  to 
the  bill  a  series  of  amendments  which 
will  have  the  effect  of  reducing  the  total 
authorized  appropriations  for  the  fiscal 
year  1952  and  the  fiscal  year  1953  from 
$620,000,000  a  year  to  $310,000,000  a  year. 
In  global  sums,  that  will  cut  the  appro¬ 
priations  precisely  in  half;  it  will  effect 
a  saving  of  $310,000,000  of  Federal  funds 
for  each  of  those  years,  or  a  total  of 
$620,000,000  for  the  2  years.  But  that 
is  not  the  total  amount  that  will  be 
saved,  because  this  is  a  Federal  program, 
and  each  dollar  of  Federal  money  must 
be  matched  by  the  States  with  an  equal 
amount  of  State  or  local  money.  So 
when  we  save  $620,000,000  of  Federal 
money,  we  correspondingly  save  $620,- 
000,000  of  State  and  local  money;  and 
therefore  my  proposed  amendments  will 
effect  a  total  saving  of  $1,250,000,000  in 
the  2  years  1952  and  1953.  These  savings 
can  be  transferred  from  the  building  of 
roads  and  made  available  for  the  great 
program  of  military  preparation  to 
which  the  Nation  must  be  committed. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  not  sure  I  caught 
the  significance  of  what  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  said  in  regard  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  bill,  but  I  understood  him 
to  say  that  it  was  proposed  to  make 
funds  available  for  the  so-called  sec¬ 
ondary  or  county  roads.  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  interpret  the  bill  to 
mean  that  there  is  now  an  endeavor 
upon  the  part  of  some  of  the  States 
which  in  years  gone  by  have  not  really 
done  their  share  of  appropriating  State 
funds  for  so-called  country  roads,  now 
to  ask  the  Federal  Government  in  large 
measure  to  build  those  roads  for  them? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Or  to  share  the  bur¬ 
den — yes — because  the  requested  appro¬ 
priations  are  $225,000,000  for  primary 
and  $200,000,000  for  secondary  roads. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Is  it  not  true  that  in  a 
good  many  of  the  Northern  and  Western 
States  in  years  gone  by  the  legislatures 
have  appropriated  State  funds  and  have 
imposed  State  gasoline  taxes,  for  exam¬ 
ple,  requiring  a  certain  portion  of  such 
taxes  to  be  applied  to  the  so-called 
county  roads,  whereas  a  good  many  of 
the  Southern  States  have  not  taken  the 
same  kind  of  State  action  that  the  - 
Northern  and  Western  States,  have 
taken? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  my  under¬ 
standing,  and  I  thought  possibly  that 
might  be  the  reason  why  the  appropria¬ 
tions  for  secondary  roads  are  stepped  up 
in  the  pending  bill. 
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Mr.  MORSE.  I  think  the  situation 
calls  for  frankness.  Does  the  Senator 
agree  with  me  that  what  we  are  observ¬ 
ing  here  is  another  attempt  on  the  part 
of  Southern  States  to  get  all  the  people 
of  the  country  to  do  for  the  Southern 
States  some  things  that  they  ought  to 
be  doing  for  themselves,  by  way  of  ap¬ 
propriating  larger  portions  of  State 
funds  for  the  building  of  their  own  coun¬ 
try  roads,  and  let  the  Federal  funds  go 
into  so-called  primary  roads  and  mili¬ 
tary  roads  that  will  benefit  all  the  people 
of  the  country? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  think  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  observation  is  correct,  but  I  want 
the  Record  to  show  that  it  was'  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  who  raised  this  issue, 
not  the  Senator  from  Illinois.  I  do  not 
want  to  raise  sectional  issues  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate.  But  since  the  matter  has 
been  raised,  I  think  the  Southern  and 
Southwestern  States  have  not  developed 
their  secondary  roads  as  they  should. 
Although  I  am  very  favorable  to  grant- 
in-aid  formulas  which  will  help  the  poor¬ 
er  States,  I  have  never  felt  that  it  was 
the  responsibility  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  maintain  feeder  roads  to  go 
into  the  great  central  highways. 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  exactly  my  po¬ 
sition.  I  am  strong  for  Federal  aid  in 
a  great  many  fields,  including  the  build¬ 
ing  of  so-called  primary  roads  and  mili¬ 
tary  roads  which  can  be  justified  on  the 
basis  of  national  defense.  But  as  I  study 
the  history  of  this  bill  and  its  contents, 
I  am  convinced  that  it  is  a  grab-bag  of 
Federal  funds  for  roads  which  the  South¬ 
ern  and  Southeastern  States  should  get 
busy  and  appropriate  funds  to  build,  and 
they  should  not  expect  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  build  the  county  roads  for 
them. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Since  the  able 
Senator  from  Oregon  wants  to  single  out 
a  section  of  the  Nation  and  try  to  place 
it  in  a  bad  light  in  connection  with  the 
consideration  of  this  bill,  I  want  to  ask 
the  Senator  if  he  knows  that  the  State  of 
Arkansas  diverts  none  of  its  road  money 
or  tax  money  to  any  other  purposes,  but 
has  done  exactly  what  the  Senator  fr'om 
Oregon  charges  that  Southern  States 
have  not  done,  and  that  is  to  turn  back 
part  of  its  tax  money  to  the  county  and 
local  interests  for  the  building  of  county 
roads. 

When  slurring  remarks  are  now  being 
made  about  other  sections  of  the  coun¬ 
try,  I  can  say  to  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  that  Western  States  were  here  beg¬ 
ging  for  more  than  the  Senate  granted. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  wish  to  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  that  I  made  no 
slurring  remark  about  any  section  of 
the  country.  I  am  talking  about  what 
the  facts  will  show  in  regard  to  the  funds 
the  Southern  States  have  used  for  the 
building  of  county  roads,  in  comparison 
with  the  funds  which  have  been  used  for 
the  building  of  county  roads  by  the  West¬ 
ern  States. 
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Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
vhink  I  should  interpose  my  body  be¬ 
tween  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  and 
the  Senator  from  Oregon,  in  order  to 
insulate  any  possible  heat  which  may 
develop. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes,  but  this  will  be 
the  last  time  I  shall  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  wish  to  state  that 
the  thing  the  Senator  from  Oregon  has 
charged  against  the  South  as  a  whole 
does  not  apply  to  the  State  of  Arkansas. 
When  he  makes  such  charges,  he  should 
not  make  them  broadside  and  include 
those  who  do  not  come  within  the  at¬ 
tack  he  makes. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  just  once 
more. 

Mr.  MORSE.  At  the  appropriate  time 
I  shall  discuss  this  issue  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  what  the  Southern  States  have 
and  have  not  done. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
say  that  I  was  not  attempting  to  put  any 
section  of  the  country  in  pillory. 

The  second  point  I  want  to  develop  is 
that  progressively  over  the  history  of  the 
road  appropriations,  we  have  found  the 
smaller  States,  from  the  point  of  view 
of  population,  the  Southern  States,  the 
Southwestern  States,  yes,  and  the  West¬ 
ern  States,  combining  together  to  get 
larger  and  larger  amounts  of  the  total 
funds  appropriated,  and  to  diminish  the 
share  which  the  big  and  thickly  settled 
industrial  States  receive.  Mr.  President, 
that  began  when  they  devised  the  for¬ 
mula  for  apportioning  funds  for  primary 
roads.  The  formula  discriminated 
against  the  big  industrial  States,  because 
there  are  three  factors  taken  into  ac¬ 
count  and  given  equal  weight  in  the  ap¬ 
portionment  of  the  total  amount  to  pri¬ 
mary  roads : 

First,  total  population.  I  agree  with 
the  Senator  from  New  York  that  this  is 
probably  the  best  single  criterion  to  use. 

Second,  area.  I  would  admit  that  in 
many  cases  the  factor  of  area  should 
also  be  considered. 

But,  third,  in  the  distribution  of  funds, 
the  proportion  of  rural  and  star -route 
mileage  within  the  State. 

,  The  third  factor,  at  least,  is  something 
which  gives  tremendous  weight  to  the 
agricultural  States,  and  discriminates 
very  much  against  industrial  States,  such 
as  Rhode  Island,  Delaware,  New  Jersey, 
New  York,  Illinois,  Ohio,  and  Oregon,  al¬ 
though  they  are  partially  rural  States,  as 
well.  In  other  words,  through  the  for¬ 
mula  for  primary  roads,  the  share  of  the 
industrial  States  is  diminished  by  put¬ 
ting  in  the  rural-route  factor. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  will  suspend.  The 
Chair  desires  at  this  point  to  read  into 
the  Record  Senate  rule  XIX,  found  on 
page  28  of  the  Manual,  as  follows : 

No  Senator  In  debate  shall  refer  offen¬ 
sively  to  any  State  of  the  Union. 

The  Chair  asks  unanimous  consent 
that  the  statements  made  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  and  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  be  stricken  from  the  record. 


Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  object.  I  have 
made  no  reflection  upon  any  State,  and 
the  record  will  so  show. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  will  be  in  order,  and  may  pro¬ 
ceed  in  order. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
to  have  my  statement  read  by  the  official 
reporter. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  What  was  the  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  statement  of  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  to  which  the  Chair  took 
offense? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
official  reporter  will  read  the  statement 
which  the  Senator  from  Illinois  desires 
to  have  read. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  history  of  this 
passage  is  as  follows:  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  was  saying  that  the  formula  for 
Federal  aid  to  roads  had  been  devised 
so  as  to  favor  the  agricultural  States  at 
the  expense  of  the  big  industrial  States. 
It  is  not  the  memory  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  that  he  mentioned  any  particu¬ 
lar  State,  but  that  he  did  refer  to  the 
fact  that  the  formulae  had  been  devised 
to  favor  the  agricultural  States  at  the 
expense  of  the  industrial  States.  The 
President  pro  tempore  then  declared 
that  both  the  Senator  from  Oregon  and 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  had  been  of¬ 
fensive  in  their  references  to  particular 
States.  The  Senator  from  Illinois  re¬ 
plied  that  that  was  not  his  memory,  and 
asked  to  have  his  statement  read. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
official  reporter  will  read.  Consent  was 
not  requested  for  the  reading  of  the 
statement  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon, 
but  that  request  may  be  made,  if  desired. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  question  is  whether 
under  rule  XIX  the  junior  Senator  from 
Oregon  is  not  entitled  to  have  the  at¬ 
tendance  of  the  Senate,  and,  following 
the  obtaining  of  a  quorum,  to  have  the 
reading  of  the  Senators’  remarks  and  a 
trial  then  and  there  as  to  whether  the 
remarks  violate  rule  XIX.  It  is  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  junior  Senator  from  Oregon 
that  they  in  no  way  violated  rule  XIX, 
and  I  should  like  to  have  the  Senate  try 
the  issue  immediately. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

.  The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names: 


Chavez 

Connally 

Douglas 

Dworshalt 

Ellender 

Flanders 

Frear 

Fulbright 


Green 

Hayden 

Hendrickson 

Holland 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Kerr 

Knowland 

McClellan 


McKellar 

Maybank 

Morse 

Mundt 

Russell 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Thye 

Wherry 


Mr.  MYERS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Benton], 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  East¬ 


land],  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  (Mr. 
Long],  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Lucas],  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  MagnusonI,  the  Senators  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely  and  Mr.  Kil¬ 
gore],  and  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Sparkman]  are  absent  on  public 
business. 

The  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  John¬ 
son]  is  absent  because  of  illness  in  his 
family. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Ke- 
fauver]  and  the  Senator  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  O’Conor]  are  absent  because  of 
illness. 

The  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Leh¬ 
man]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Taylor] 
is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  Senator  from 
Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]  ,  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Cain],  and  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Vandenberg]  are  ab¬ 
sent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  senior  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr. 
Brewster]  ,  the  senior  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges],  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Capehart],  the  junior 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Lodge], 
the  senior  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Saltonstall],  the  junior  Senator 
from  Maine  [Mrs.  Smith],  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft],  and  the  junior 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Tobey]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Martin]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  A 
quorum  is  not  present.  The  clerk  will 
call  the  names  of  the  absent  Senators. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  names 
of  the  absent  Senators,  and  Mr.  Donnell, 
Mr.  Humphrey,  Mr.  Ives,  Mr.  Johnson  of 
Colorado,  Mr.  Langer,  Mi’.  McMahon, 
Mr.  Murray,  Mr.  Myers,  Mr.  Schoeppel, 
Mr.  Watkins,  Mr.  Williams,  and  Mr. 
Young  answered  to  their  names  when 
called. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  A 
quorum  is  not  present. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  move  that  the  Ser¬ 
geant  at  Arms  be  directed  to  request  the 
attendance  of  absent  Senators. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Sergeant  at  Arms  will  execute  the  order 
of  the  Senate. 

After  a  little  delay,  Mr.  McFarland, 
Mr.  George,  Mr.  Chapman,  Mr.  Graham, 
Mr.  Wiley,  Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey,  Mr. 
OMahoney,  Mr.  Bricker,  Mr.  Gurney, 
Mr.  Hoey,  Mr.  Butler,  Mr.  Stennis,  and 
Mr.  Hunt  entered  the  Chamber  and  an¬ 
swered  to  their  names. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  A 
quorum  is  present. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  is  recognized. 
What  is  the  parliamentary  inquiry? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Do  I  understand  cor¬ 
rectly  that  the  Chair  ordered  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  junior  Senator  from  Illinois 
and  the  junior  Senator  from  Oregon 
stricken  from  the  Record  on  the  ground 
that  they  were  in  violation  of  subsection 
3  of  rule  XIX,  namely,  “No  Senator  in 
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debate  shall  refer  offensively  to  any  State 
of  the  Union?” 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  That 
was  the  ruling  of  the  Chair  at  the  time. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Then,  in  accordance 
with  the  provision  of  subsection  5  of 
rule  XIX,  I  ask  that  the  exceptionable 
words  at  which  the  Chair  took  offense 
be  taken  down  in  writing,  and  read  at 
the  table  for  the  information  of  the 
Senate. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  That 
will  be  done  immediately.  Send  for  Mr. 
Budlong,  the  Official  Reporter. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  ask  that  the  whole 
debate  be  read,  including  the  remarks 
of  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  will  state  that  the  Record  shows 
this : 

The  Chair  asks  unanimous  consent  that 
the  statements  made  by  the  Senator  from. 
Oregon  and  the  Senator  from  Illinois  be 
stricken  from  the  Record. 

Mr.  Douglas.  I  object.  I  have  made  no 
reflection  upon  any  State  and  the  Record 
■will  show  that. 

The  President  pro  tempore.  The  Senator 
will  be  in  order  and  may  proceed  in  order. 

Mr.  Douglas.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  to  have 
my  statement  read  by  the  Official  Reporter. 

The  President  pro  tempore.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection? 

Mr.  Douglas.  What  was  the  section  of  the 
statement  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  at 
which  the  Chair  took  offense? 

The  President  pro  tempore.  The  Official 
Reporter  will  read  the  statement  which  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  desires  to  have  read. 

Mr.  Douglas.  The  history  of  this  passage 
Is  as  follows:  The  Senator  from  Illinois  was 
saying  that  the  formula  for  Federal  aid  to 
roads  had  been  devised  so  as  to  favor  the 
agricultural  States  at  the  expense  of  the  big 
Industrial  States. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Chair  read  a  little  louder? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  hopes  he  can  read  loud  enough. 
Pie  will  ask  the  Clerk  to  read  it.  How 
much  does  the  Senator  desire  to  have 
read? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Under  paragraph  5 
of  rule  XIX  it  is  provided,  “the  excep¬ 
tionable  words  shall  be  taken  down  in 
writing  and  read  at  the  table  for  the 
information  of  the  Senate.”  I  therefore 
ask  the  President  pro  tempore  to  state 
the  exceptionable  words  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  uttered. 

Mr.  WPIERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  parliamentary 
inquiry? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No;  I  do  not  think  I 
will. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  declines  to  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  think  any  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry  should  be  addressed  to 
the  Chair. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  asking  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  make  the  inquiry.  I 
will  address  the  parliamentary  inquiry 
to  the  Chair,  if  the  Senator  will  yield 
for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  all  right. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  reading  of  the 
statement  suggests  that  the  Chair  asked 
unanimous  consent - 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  That 
Is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  To  have  the  remarks 
of  the  two  Senators  stricken  from  the 


Record.  The  Record  also  shows  that  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois  ob¬ 
jected.  I  thought  it  was  the  Senator 
from  Oregon,  but  the  Record  shows  it 
was  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

My  parliamentary  inquiry  is,  What  is 
before  the  Senate?  If  it  took  unanimous 
consent  to  strike  the  words,  and  an  ob¬ 
jection  was  made,  is  not  this  whole  sub¬ 
ject  matter  cleared  up  at  this  time? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  is  advised  by  the  Parliamentarian 
that  when  objection  was  raised,  that 
ended  the  matter. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  I  understood  the  President  pro 
tempore  of  the  Senate  to  rule  that  the 
junior  Senator  from  Illinois  had  vio¬ 
lated  rule  XIX  and  that  the  junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  had  violated  rule  XIX. 
I  did  not  understand  that  unanimous 
consent  had  been  asked,  but  that  there 
was  a  ruling  by  the  Chair  eliminating 
certain  remarks  from  the  Record. 

If  the  President  pro  tempore  now  says 
that  was  not  a  ruling,  that  he  did  not 
rule  as  Presiding  Officer,  but  merely 
made  a  request  as  a  Member  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  I  should  like  to  have  the  Record  show 
that.  I  merely  do  not  want  an  incorrect 
entry  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  the  floor,  but 
he  must  proceed  in  order.  " 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  a  point 
of  order. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  think  I  can  make  a 
point  of  order. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield,  if  thereby  I 
do  not  lose  my  right  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  is  not  the  desire  of 
the  senior  Senator  from  New  Mexico  to 
have  any  Senator  lose  the  floor,  but  I 
should  like  to  proceed  in  order.  The 
junior  Senator  from  Illinois  has  re¬ 
quested  that  the  Record  be  read. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Let  it 
be  read. 

Mr.  CPIAVEZ.  The  Record  was  read, 
and  so  far  as  I  know,  there  was  nothing 
in  it  which  would  impugn  the  motives 
of  the  Senator  from  Illinois.  I  have  not 
heard  a  thing  in  the  Record  which  would 
impugn  the  motives  of  the  Senatpr  from 
Illinois.  That  being  the  case,  may  I 
make  a  parliamentary  inquiry? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Why  can  we  not  pro¬ 
ceed  in  an  orderly  manner?  If  anything 
was  said  that  should  not  have  been  said, 
may  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
junior  Senator  from  Illinois  proceed  in 
order? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object - 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  All  in 
favor  of  granting  the  request - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
reserving  the  right  to  object. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  All 
those  in  favor - - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
reserving  the  right  to  object  to  the  unan¬ 
imous-consent  request. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Will 
say  “aye.”  Opposed  “no.” 


Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  this 
was  a  proposal  for  unanimous  consent, 
and  I  said  “reserving  the  right  to  ob¬ 
ject." 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  withdraw  the  unan¬ 
imous-consent  proposal  and  make  the 
motion  that  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
or  any  other  Senator  may  proceed  in 
order. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  be¬ 
fore  that  motion  is  passed  upon  I  should 
like  to  make  an  inquiry  of  the  Chair. 
When  he  ordered  the  remarks  of  the 
junior  Senator  from  Oregon  and  the 
junior  Senator  from  Illinois  stricken 
from  the  Record,  was  he  speaking  as 
President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate  and 
making  a  ruling,  or  was  he  asking  unani¬ 
mous  consent  of  his  fellow  Members  of 
the  Senate? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro. tempore.  The 
Chair  made  a  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
As  I  understand  what  happened  in  the 
Senate,  the  President  pro  tempore,  as  a 
Senator  asked  for  unanimous  consent, 
which  a  Senator  has  the  right  to  do,  even 
when  he  is  in  the  chair. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  That 
Is  what  the  chair  did. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
The  unanimous-consent  request  was  re¬ 
fused,  and  the  Senator  from  Tennessee, 
as  the  presiding  officer,  then  ruled  that 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  should  proceed 
in  order. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  charge  has  been 
made  by  the  Senator  from  Tennessee,  if 
not  by  the  Presiding  Officer,  that  the 
junior  Senator  from  Illinois  referred  of¬ 
fensively  to  any  State  of  the  Union,  in 
violation  of  section  5,  rule  XIX,  I  ask 
that  the  words  to  which  exception  was 
taken  be  taken  down  in  writing  and  read 
at  the  table  to  the  Senate,  and  then  I  ask 
the  Chair  to  rule  whether  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  referred  offensively  to  any 
State  of  the  Union. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Official  Reporter  will  read  his  notes. 

The  Official  Reporter  (Mr.  Herbert  N. 
Budlong)  read  as  follows: 

It  will  effect  a  saving  of  $310,000,000 - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Will  the  reporter - 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  must  address  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  beg  the  Chair’s  par¬ 
don.  Mr.  President,  may  I  request  that 
the  reporter  speak  somewhat  more 
loudly  so  the  junior  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  can  hear  with  what  he  is  being 
charged? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  requests  that  the  reporter  speak  as 
loudly  as  he  can  so  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  may  hear  him. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  thank  the  Chair. 

The  Official  Reporter  read  as  follows: 

It  will  effect  a  saving  of  $310,000,000  of 
Federal  funds  for  each  of  those  years,  or  a 
a  total  of  $620,000,000  for  the  2  years.  But 
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that  is  not  the  total  amount  that  will  be 
saved,  because  this  is  a  Federal  program,  and 
each  dollar  of  Federal  money  must  be 
matched  by  the  States  with  an  equal  amount 
of  State  or  local  money.  So  when  we  save 
$620,000,000  of  Federal  money,  we  corre¬ 
spondingly  save  $620,000,000  of  State  and 
local  money;  and  therefore  my  proposed 
amendments  will  effect  a  total  having  of 
$1,250,000,000  in  the  2  years,  1952  and  1953. 
These  savings  can  be  transferred  from  the 
building  of  roads  and  made  available  for 
the  great  program  of  military  preparation  to 
which  the  Nation  must  be  committed. 

Mr.  Morse.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Senator 
yield? 

Mr.  Douglas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  Morse.  I  am  not  sure  I  caught  the 
significance  of  what  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  said  in  regard  .to  the  provisions  of  the 
bill,  but  X  understood  him  to  say  that  it  was 
proposed  to  make  funds  available  for  the 
so-called  secondary  or  county  roads.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  interpret  the  bill 
to  mean  that  there  is  now  an  endeavor  upon 
the  part  of  some  of  the  States  which,  in 
years  gone  by,  have  not  really  done  their 
share  of  appropriating  State  funds  for  so- 
called  country  roads,  now  to  ask  the  Federal 
Government  in  large  measure  to  build  those 
roads  for  them? 

Mr.  Douglas.  Or  to  share  the  burden — 
yes — because  the  requested  appropriations 
are  $225,000,000  for  primary  and  $200,000,000 
for  secondary  roads. 

Mr.  Morse.  Is  it  not  true  that  in  a  good 
many  of  the  Northern  and  Western  States 
in  years  gone  by  the  legislatures  have  ap¬ 
propriated  State  funds  and  have  imposed 
State  gasoline  taxes,  for  example,  requiring 
a  certain  portion  of  such  taxes  to  be  ap¬ 
plied  to  the  so-called  county  roads,  whereas 
a  good  many  of  the  Southern  States  have 
not  taken  the  same  kind  of  State  action 
that  the  Northern  and  Western  States  have 
taken? 

Mr.  Douglas.  That  is  my  understanding, 
and  I  thought  possibly  that  might  be  the 
reason  why  the  appropriations  for  second¬ 
ary  roads  are  stepped  up  in  the  pending  bill 
now. 

Mr.  Morse.  I  think  the  situation  calls  for 
frankness.  Does  the  Senator  agree  with  me 
that  what  we  are  observing  here  is  another 
attempt  on  the  part '  of  Southern  States  to 
get  all  the  people  of  the  country  to  do  for 
the  Southern  States  some  things  that  they 
ought  to  be  doing  for  themselves,  by  way 
of  appropriating  larger  portions  of  State 
funds  for  the  building  of  their  own  coun¬ 
try  roads,  and  let  the  Federal  funds  go  into 
so-called  primary  roads  and  military  roads 
that  will  benefit  all  the  people  of  the  coun¬ 
try? 

Mr.  Douglas.  I  think  the  Senator’s  ob¬ 
servation  is  correct,  but  I  want  the  Record 
to  show  that  it  was  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  who  raised  this  issue,  not  the  Senator 
from  Illinois.  I  do  not  like  to  raise  sectional 
issues  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  But  since 
the  matter  has  been  raised,  I  think  the 
Southern  and  Southwestern  States  have  not 
developed  their  secondary  roads  as  they 
should.  Although  I  am  very  favorable  to 
grant-in-aid  formulas  which  will  help  the 
poorer  States,  I  have  never  felt  that  it  was 
the  responsibility  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  maintain  feeder  roads  to  go  into 
the  great  central  highways. 

Mr.  Morse.  That  is  exactly  my  position. 
I-  am  strong  for  Federal  aid  in  a  great  many 
fields,  including  the  building  of  so-called 
primary  roads  and  military  roads  which  can 
be  justified  on  the  basis  of  national  de¬ 
fense.  But  as  I  study  the  history  of  this 
bill  and  its  contents,  I  am  convinced  that  it 
is  a  grab-bag  of  Federal  funds  for  roads 
which  the  Southern  and  Southwestern  States 
should  get  busy  and  appropriate  funds  to 
build,  and  they  should  not  expect  the  Fed¬ 


eral  Government  to  build  the  county  roads 
for  them. 

Mr.  McClellan.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  Douglas.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  McClellan.  Since  the  able  Senator 
from  Oregon  wants  to  single  out  a  section 
of  the  Nation  and  try  to  place  it  in  a  bad 
light  in  connection  with  the  consideration 
of  this  bill,  I  want  to  ask  the  Senator  if  he 
knows  that  the  State  of  Arkansas  diverts 
none  of  its  road  money  or  tax  money  to  any 
other  purposes,  but  has  done  exactly  what 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  charges  that 
Southern  States  have  not  done,  and  that  is 
to  turn  back  part  of  its  tax  money  to  the 
county  and  local  interests  for  the  building 
of  county  roads. 

When  slurring  remarks  are  now  being 
made  about  other  sections  of  the  country, 
I  can  say  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon  that 
Western  States  were  here  begging  for  more 
than  the  Senate  granted. 

Mr.  Morse.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Sena¬ 
tor  yield? 

Mr.  Douglas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  Morse.  I  wish  to  say  to  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  that  I  made  no  slurring  re¬ 
mark  about  any  section  of  the  country.  I  am 
talking  about  what  the  facts  will  show  in 
regard  to  the  funds  the  Southern  States  have 
used  for  the  building  of  county  roads,  in 
comparison  with  the  funds  which  have  been 
used  for  the  building  of  country  roads  by 
the  Western  States. 

Mr.  Douglas.  Mr.  President,  I  think  I 
think  I  should  interpose  my  body  between 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  and  the  Senator 
from  Oregon,  in  order  to  insulate  any  poss¬ 
ible  heat  which  may  develop. 

Mr.  McClellan.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  Douglas.  Yes,  but  this  will  be  the  last 
time  I  shall  yield. 

Mr.  McClellan.  I  wish  to  state  that  the 
thing  the  Senator  from  Oregon  has  charged 
against  the  South  as  a  whole  does  not  apply 
to  the  State  of  Arkansas.  When  he  makes 
such  charges,  he  should  not  make  them 
broadside  and  include  those  who  do  not  come 
within  the  attack  he  makes. 

Mr.  Morse.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Sena¬ 
tor  yield? 

Mr.  Douglas.  I  yield  just  once  more. 

Mr.  Morse.  At  the  appropriate  time  I  shall 
discuss  this  issue  from  the  standpoint  of 
what  the  Southern  States  have  and  have  not 
done. 

Mr.  Douglas.  Mr.  President,  let  me  say  that 
I  was  not  attempting  to  put  any  section  of 
the  country  in  pillory. 

The  second  point  I  want  to  develop  is  that 
progressively  over  the  history  of  the  road 
appropriations,  we  have  found  the  smaller 
States  from  the  point  of  view  of  population 
the  Southern  States,  the  Southwestern 
States,  yes,  and  the  Western  States  com¬ 
bining  together  to  get  larger  and  larger 
amounts  of  the  total  funds  appropriated, 
and  to  diminish  the  share  which  the  big  and 
thickly  settled  industrial  States  receive.  Mr. 
President,  that  began  when  they  devised  the 
formula  for  apportioning  funds  for  primary 
roads.  The  formula  discriminates  against 
the  big  industrial  States,  because  there  were 
three  factors  taken  into  account  and  given 
equal  weight  in  the  apportionment  of  the 
total  amount  to  primary  roads : 

First,  total  population.  I  agree  with  the 
Senator  from  New  York  that  this  is  probably 
the  best  single  criterion  to  use. 

Second,  area.  I  would  admit  that  in  many 
cases  the  factor  area  should  also  be  con¬ 
sidered. 

But,  third,  in  the  distribution  of  funds, 
the  proportion  of  rural  and  star  route  mile¬ 
age  within  the  State. 

The  third  factor,  at  least,  is  something 
which  gives  tremendous  weight  to  the  agri¬ 
cultural  States,  and  discriminates  very  much 


against  Industrial  States,  such  as  Rhode 
Island,  Delaware,  New  Jersey,  New  York, 
Illinois,  Ohio,  and  Oregon,  although  we  are 
partially  rural  States,  as  well.  In  other 
words,  through  the  formula  for  primary 
roads,  the  share  of  the  Industrial  States  Is 
diminished  by  putting  in  the  rural  route  fac¬ 
tor. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  what 
were  the  offensive  words  which  were  ut¬ 
tered  by  the  junior  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  and  the  senior  Senator  from  Oregon 
which  caused  the  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see  to  ask  unanimous  consent  that  their 
remarks  be  stricken? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  They 
have  just  been  read,  as  the  Senator 
heard. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  What  were  the  par¬ 
ticular  offensive  words?  Do  I  under¬ 
stand  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  now 
moves  that  these  remarks  be  eliminated 
from  the  Record? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  from  Tennessee  is  making  no 
motion. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  made  a 
motion  a  while  ago,  and  I  wish  to  ask  a 
question. 

The  motion  was  that  the  Senator  from 
Illinois,  irrespective  of  the  record,  pro¬ 
ceed  in  order. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion. 
The  motion  is  not  debatable. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  mo¬ 
tion.  [Putting  the  question.] 

The  motion  is  agreed  to,  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  will  proceed  in  order. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  thank  my  colleagues  for  upholding  the 
right  of  free  debate  in  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Did  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  mean  unlimited  debate? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No;  I  do  not  believe 
in  the  right  of  unlimited  debate,  but  I  do 
believe  in  the  right  of  free  debate. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  simply  wanted 
the  record  to  show  just  what  the  Senator 
meant. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  mean  the  right  of  a 
Senator  to  speak  without  being  muzzled 
by  the  Presiding  Officer,  contrary  to  the 
rules  of  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  resents  that  statement. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  simply  wish  to 
know  whether  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
joins  with  those  of  us  who  believe  in 
unlimited  debate. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No. 

Mr.  President,  do  I  have  the  floor? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Yes, 
and  the  Senator  will  proceed  in  order. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
thanking  the  Senators  for  the  courtesy 
they  have  shown  by  permitting  a  Senator 
to  discuss  the  bill  and  to  point  out  that 
the  apportionment  of  funds  was  in  favor 
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of  some  sections  of  the  country  and  at 
the  expense  of  other  sections. 

Now  that  the  adventitious  effect  of  the 
ruling  and  the  quorum  call  has  been  to 
bring  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate  a  some¬ 
what  larger  group  of  Senators  than  I 
could  ever  have  obtained  in  attendance 
on  my  own  merits,  I  should  life  to  refer 
to  the  fact  that  the  pending  bill  calls  for 
an  authorization  vastly  in  excess  of  what 
the  country  should  pay,  because  it  com¬ 
mits  the  country  for  the  fiscal  years  1952 
and  1953  to  appropriations  of  $620,000,- 
000  a  year,  $120,000,000  more  than  the 
President  requested,  and  $235,000,000 
more  than  the  Senate  has  voted  to  ap¬ 
propriate  for  the  current  year.  Sixty 
percent  more  is  proposed  to  be  author¬ 
ized  for  appropriation  now,  despite  the 
fact  that  we  are  in  the  midst  of  a  shoot¬ 
ing  war  in  Korea,  and  despite  the  fact 
that  all  of  us  know  that  we  are  com¬ 
mitted  to  make  annual  military  appro¬ 
priations  of  at  least  $10,000,000,000  more 
for  subsequent  years. 

Let  us  make  no  mistake  about  it;  this 
authorization  is  in  effect  an  appropria¬ 
tion.  I  submit  that  we  should  cut  the 
total  authorization  at  least  in  half,  or 
to  not  more  than  $310,000,000. 

RURAL  STATES  FAVORED  OVER  INDUSTRIAL  STATES 

Mr.  President,  when  the  extraordinary 
interruption  occurred  some  little  time 
ago,  I  was  proceeding  to  discuss  the  fact 
that  in  the  history  of  Federal  road  leg¬ 
islation,  the  agricultural  States  have 
been  favored,  at  the  expense  of  the  in¬ 
dustrial  States.  I  pointed  out  that  the 
formula,  under  which  comparative  rural 
route  and  star  route  mileage  was  used  as 
a  third  factor  in  connection  with  the  de¬ 
termination  of  the  shares  which  the  var¬ 
ious  States  would  receive,  had  increased 
the  amounts  which  the  South,  the 
Southwest — yes — and  the  West  received. 
I  hope  it  will  not  be  regarded  as  a  viola¬ 
tion  of  rule  XIX  if  I  say  that  I  think  the 
industrial  States,  with  their  great  pop¬ 
ulations,  their  great  wealth,  and  their 
great  number  of  automobiles,  have  been 
discriminated  against  in  the  provisions 
regarding  the  primary  road  system  of 
the  country. 

Mr.  President,  a  second  step  which  was 
then  taken  in  1936  was  that  Federal  aid 
was  given  to  the  secondary  roads,  not 
merely  to  the  primary  roads. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  wish  to  ascertain 
if  I  correctly  understand  the  statement 
the  Senator  has  made.  Is  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  opposed  to  the  formula 
which  has  been  used  for  primary  roads? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  was  stating  how  the 
formula  descriminated  against  the  heav¬ 
ily  populated  industrial  States.  I  was 
leading  up  to  the  point  which  I  now 
state,  namely,  that  the  formula  for  pri¬ 
mary  roads,  which  I  think  is  unfair  to 
the  industrial  States,  but  which  I  am  not 
proposing  to  change  at  this  time,  should 
not  be  extended  to  interstate  highways; 
we  should  not  as  the  Senate  committee 
has  done  take  away  the  last  fair  break 
which  the  industrial  States  receive. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 


Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  with  some 
trepidation  to  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa. 

Mr.  KERR.  Did  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  the  Senator  from  Illinois  to  say 
that  he  is  not  proposing  at  this  time  to 
change  the  allocation,  as  made  by  the 
Congress? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Not  for  primary 
roads,  secondary  roads,  or  the  urban 
highways;  but  it  is  my  expectation  to 
support  the  amendment  of  the  junior 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  to  retain 
population  as  a  factor  for  apportioning 
the  funds  for  interstate  highways. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  another  question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Did  the  Senator 
ever  drive  across  the  highways  of  the 
deserts  of  New  Mexico  and  Arizona? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No;  I  have  not  driven 
across  those  highways;  that  feature  of 
my  education  has  been  neglected. 

But  let  me  ask  the  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona,  in  turn,  whether  he  has  tried  to 
get  through  the  great  metropolitan  cities 
of  New  York,  Chicago,  Detroit,  Phila¬ 
delphia,  Providence,  New  Haven,  and  so 
on? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Yes,  if  I  may  an¬ 
swer  the  Senator,  I  have;  and  I  have  got¬ 
ten  through  those  cities. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  How  much  time  did 
it  take  the  Senator  to  get  through  them? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Of  course  I  have 
enjoyed  seeing  the  cities  and  seeing  the 
people  as  I  went  along.  But  the  roads 
did  not  keep  me  from  going  through 
them.  The  traffic  sometimes  was  con¬ 
gested.  But  I  wish  to  invite  the  Sena¬ 
tor  to  come  to  Arizona  and  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  hope  the  Senator  will 
come  to  New  Mexico  first. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Of  course  the  Sen¬ 
ator  will  have  to  go  to  New  Mexico  first, 
if  he  comes  to  Arizona,  unless  he  goes 
around  New  Mexico;  but  I  would  not 
want  to  see  him  do  that. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  would  be  delighted 
to  go  to  both  States.  I  hope  it  will  not 
be  regarded  as  a  violation  of  rule  XIX 
if  I  say  that  never  were  there  two  States 
with  better  sunsets,  better  sunrises,  more 
charming  and  amiable  people,  and  more 
gracious  representatives  in  the  Senate 
of  the  United  States.  I  hope  that  state¬ 
ment  by  me  is  not  a  violation  of  rule  XIX. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  this  point? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  know  that  because  they  realized 
the  trials  and  tribulations  of  the  urban 
sections,  such  as  the  city  of  Chicago,  it 
was  the  President  pro  tempore,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see  [Mr.  McKellar],  who  now  is  presid¬ 
ing  over  the  Senate,  and  the  Senator 
from  Arizona  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  who  made  it  possible  for  Mayor 
Kennelly  to  appear  before  the  committee 
and  say,  “Give  us  something  in  this  bill”? 
Does  the  Senator  know  that? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  We  appreciate  the 
graciousness  of  the  Senators  in  permit¬ 
ting  the  mayor  of  an  American  city  to 
appear  before  the  committee.  That  is  an 
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act  of  graciousness  which  we  appreciate 
very  much  indeed. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  know  that  it  was  only  of  late — 
within  the  past  4  or  5  years — that  it  was 
possible  for  urban  centers  to  get  some 
kind  of  aid  which  they  so  badly  needed? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  believe  it  was  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  act  of  1944. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes;  and  it  is  sound. 
The  representatives  of  the  Southwestern 
States  were  at  the  head  of  the  battle,  to 
make  it  possible  to  grant  that  aid. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico;  he  is  much  too  mod¬ 
est  to  refer  to  his  own  splendid  part  in 
securing  the  enactment  of  that  legisla¬ 
tion,  and  I  now  thank  him'  for  past 
favors,  and  express  a  lively  hope  for  fu¬ 
ture  justice. 

Mr.  President,  the  second  step  which 
was  taken  was  in  1936,  when  Federal  aid 
was  extended  for  secondary  roads.  Like 
the  junior  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse],  I  have  very  grave  doubt  as  to 
whether  the  provision  of  aid  for  sec¬ 
ondary  roads  is  really  a  Federal  func¬ 
tion.  Some  years  ago  I  studied  the  de¬ 
bates  both  in  the  House  and  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  the  original  Federal  Aid  Act  of 
1916,  as  they  appear  in  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record.  I  had  thought  that 
issue  was  pretty  well  settled  then.  For 
Representative  Shackleford,  of  Mis¬ 
souri,  who  is  ordinarily  known  as  the 
father  of  the  Federal  good-roads  law, 
advocated  a  fundamental  plan,  not  re¬ 
lating  to  actual  national  highways  but 
to  a  series  of  farm-to-market  roads 
going  out  from  local  marketing  centers 
into  the  rural  areas.  That  was  the  bill 
as  passed  by  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  in  1916.  But  the  Senate  took  a 
somewhat  broader  point  of  view  and  felt 
that  the  constitutional  power  of  Con¬ 
gress  dealing  with  interstate  commerce 
would  require  national  highways  rather 
than  local  transportation  “ganglia,”  if 
I  may  use  that  phrase,  running  out  from 
local  marketing  centers. 

BASIC  HIGHWAY  ACT  DID  NOT  INCLUDE 
SECONDARY  ROADS 

In  the  final  act  it  was  the  judgment 
of  the  Senate,  rather  than  the  judgment 
of  Representative  Shackleford,  which 
prevailed,  and  the  purpose  was  to  build 
up  a  national  system  of  highways,  with 
the  understanding  that  the  State  and 
local  units  should  provide  for  the  local 
and  county  roads. 

But,  then,  20  years  later  the  Federal 
Government  was  called  in  to  help  the 
States  build  secondary  roads,  and  the 
formula  again  which  was  devised  was 
one  which  favored  the  rural  States 
rather  than  the  industrial  States.  It 
did  so  because  not  only  was  area  taken 
taken  as  one  basis  and  star  and  rural- 
route  mileage  relative  to  the  total  of  such 
mileage  was  taken  as  another,  but  the 
proportion  of  rural  population  was  taken 
as  a  third  factor  rather  than  the  pro¬ 
portion  of  total  population.  So  that  in 
this  distribution  once  again  the  agricul¬ 
tural  States  scored. 

Then,  as  the  able  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  [Mr.  McFarland]  points  out  in 
1944,  belatedly,  cities  were,  admitted  to 
the  Federal-aid  program  and  authoriza- 
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tions  were  made  and  appropriations 
made  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  high¬ 
ways  through  cities.  I  want  to  point  out 
that  this  aid  to  cities  came  compara¬ 
tively  late  in  the  Federal-aid  program. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Has  not  the  entire 
trend  of  highway  building  throughout 
the  Nation  been  to  favor  the  cities,  in 
that  people  moved  into  the  cities  and 
built  up  great  industrial  areas,  based 
upon  the  factor  of  easy  transportation? 
Has  not  that  been  the  entire  trend  of 
development  in  our  road  program  as  a 
whole? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  trend  has  been 
toward  the  population  moving  into  the 
cities,  but  the  granting  of  Federal  money 
has  not  accompanied  the  movement  of 
population  to  the  same  degree,  and  the 
result  is  that  in  proportion  to  need  we 
are  giving  more  money  to  the  rural 
localities  than  we  are  giving  to  the  cities. 

Mr.  HOLLAND  rose. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  be  very  glad  to  yieljl  to  my  friends 
after  I  finish  my  remarks,  but,  if  I  may 
be  permitted  to  do  so,  I  should  like  to 
develop  my  argument.  After  that  I  shall 
be  very  glad  to  yield. 

What  has  been  happening  is  what 
the  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Ives]  pointed  out  yesterday,  and  what 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  has  just 
alluded  to.  Populations  have  been  mov¬ 
ing  into  the  cities  and  into  the  suburban 
areas  of  cities  perhaps  to  an  even  greater 
degree,  and  we  have  a  situation  in  which 
the  cities,  with  such  State  aid  as  they 
can  get,  are  being  compelled  to  make  the 
connections  between  the  national  high¬ 
ways,  which  bring  people  into  the  cities, 
and  which  then  pick  them  up  after  they 
leave  the  cities.  But  until  1944  the  cities, 
States,  and  counties  were  expected  to 
build  these  vital  connecting  links  inside 
the  cities  themselves,  where,  as  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  York  has  pointed  out,  the 
costs  of  construction  are  extremely 
high,  due  to  the  high  costs  of  acquiring 
rights-of-way;  six-  and  eight-lane  high¬ 
ways,  which  are  required,  rather  than 
two-  and  four-lane  highways;  the  build¬ 
ing  of  parkways ;  and  the  construction  of 
underpasses  and  overpasses;  so  that  the 
cost  of  1  mile  of  road  in  Delaware,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  is  approximately  30  times 
the  cost  of  a  mile  of  national  highway 
in  Wyoming.  In  cities  the  cost  per  mile 
is  even  greater  than  that,  yet  the  cities 
have  had  this  burden  thrust  upon  them 
with  little  help. 

I  appreciate  the  graciousness  of  our 
friends  in  moving  in  1944  to  rectify  this 
injustice,  but  I  should  like  to  point  out 
that  the  cities  came  late  to  the  board  of 
Federal  aid,  and  that  they  are  still  Cin- 
derellas  at  that  board,  and  that  the  cur¬ 
rent  bill,  which  authorizes  $200,000,000 
for  secondary  roads,  only  authorizes 
$125,000,000  for  urban  roads.  We  are 
still  Cinderellas  and  we  are  still  neg¬ 
lected,  although  the  comparative  need 
for  highways  has  shifted  from  the  coun¬ 
try  to  the  cities. 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  In  order  to  comply 
with  the  desires  of  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois,  will  he  submit  an  amendment  now 
to  increase  the  amount  for  urban  pur¬ 
poses,  so  that  the  cities  may  not  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  Cinderellas? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No.  I  am  proposing 
that  we  reduce  all  appropriations,  but 
that  we  do  not  reduce  the  appropriations 
for  urban  roads  as  much  as  we  cut  the 
appropriations  for  secondary  roads. 

I  intend  to  submit  an  amendment  pro¬ 
viding  that  the  amount  for  secondary 
roads,  instead  of  being  $200,000,000,  shall 
he  $75,000,000,  and  for  urban  roads,  in¬ 
stead  of  $125,000,000,  shall  be  $75,000,000. 
We  are  willing  to  go  50-50  on  it,  although 
we  do  not  think  that  the  secondary  roads 
are  entitled  to  any  money.  Out  of  our 
generosity,  we  are  willing  to  go  50-50, 
but  we  do  not  want  the  advocates  of  sec¬ 
ondary  roads  to  walk  off  with  every¬ 
thing. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  am  not 
asking  the  Senator  to  yield.  I  thought 
he  had  yielded  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No;  I  have  not  yet 
yielded  the  floor. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  beg  the  Senator’s  par¬ 
don.  I  took  it  when  the  Senator  turned 
away  dramatically  from  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico,  after  having  replied 
to  the  Senator’s  questions,  he  had  con¬ 
cluded  his  remarks. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  was  only  an  or¬ 
atorical  flourish,  for  which  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  begs  the  pardon  of  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  may  proceed. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  shall  stand  behind 
my  chair  and  place  both  hands  on  it,  so 
that  I  do  not  alter  my  stance. 

The  committee  now  proposes  to  take  a 
fourth  step,  namely,  the  construction  of 
a  system  of  interstate  highways,  which 
is  now  apportioned  among  the  States  on 
the  basis  of  population.  They  now  pro¬ 
pose  to  introduce  three  factors  of  this 
formula,  the  same  factors  which  are  used 
for  the  allocation  of  funds  for  the  pri¬ 
mary  highways,  including,  the  total  pop¬ 
ulation,  which  I  agree  with  the  Senator 
from  New  York  is  the  best  single  stand¬ 
ard.  But  I  have  always  tried  to  be 
broadminded  about  this  question  and  to 
realize  that  open  spaces,  with  marvelous 
climate  and  not  many  people,  deserve 
some  aid.  Personally  I  should  be  willing 
to  admit  area  as  a  second  factor,  but  I 
draw  the  line  at  having  rural  and  star 
route  mileage  included  as  the  third  fac¬ 
tor,  because  an  analysis  will  disclose  that 
it  helps  the  small  or  agricultural  States 
which  do  not  need  aid  for  interstate 
highways  in  the  same  way  the  industrial 
States  do. 

I  want  to  introduce  into  the  Record  in 
a  moment  certain  figures  to  indicate  the 


disparity  of  the  burden  which  the  indus¬ 
trial  States  are  bearing,  and  to  request 
justice  at  the  hands  of  the  United  States 
Senate. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
Tor  a  question. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Along  the  line  the 
Senator  has  been  discussing,  that  is,  the 
formula  itself,  the  Senator  says  it  should 
be  based  on  population,  first,  does  he 
not? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes;  that  is  the 
best  single  test. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Very  well.  That  is 
according  to  the  Senator’s  idea.  But  I 
still  want  to  try  to  convince  the  Senator 
that  he  is  wrong  even  about  that. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  said,  out  of  gen¬ 
erosity,  I  would  also  include  area. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct;  out  of 
generosity,  the  Senator  would  also  in¬ 
clude  area. 

What  is  the  provision  of  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  which  applies  and  which  gives  Con¬ 
gress  the  power  to  legislate  on  these 
questions?  Is  area  the  formula?  Is  it 
population,  or  is  it  post  roads?  Why 
should  not  mileage  on  post  roads  be  a 
factor?  The  only  authority  the  Con¬ 
gress  has — and  the  Senator  knows  it— 
even  to  discuss  the  subject  is  the  fact 
that  the  Constitution  provides  that  Con¬ 
gress  shall  establish  post  offices  and  post 
roads.  If  that  does  not  mean  mileage, 
what  does  it  mean? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  does  not  mean 
star-route  mileage  and  it  does  not  mean 
that  each  mile  shall  be  given  equal  value. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Where  does  Congress 
gets  its  authority,  if  it  is  not  in  the  con¬ 
stitutional  provision  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  post  offices  and  post  roads? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  think  that  is  the 
constitutional  basis,  along  with  congres¬ 
sional  authority  over  interstate  com¬ 
merce;  but  does  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  imply  that  Congress  has  been 
wrong  in  the  past  in  apportioning  inter¬ 
state  highways  on  the  basis  of  popula¬ 
tion,  and  it  has  been  unconstitutional  in 
its  appropriations. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No;  it  has  not  been 
wrong. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Then  we  shall  not  be 
wrong  if  we  continue  it  in  its  present 
form? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  have  continued  it 
in  its  present  form. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  the  proposal 
of  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  proposal  of  the 
committee  was  to  continue  the  present 
course,  because  we  were  thinking  of  the 
justice  about  which  the  Senator  so  elo¬ 
quently  speaks. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  understand  the 
Senator  is  proposing  that  the  formula 
be  changed  to  a  triple  formula — area, 
population,  and  star-route  mileage. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  the  formula 
which  we  intend  to  continue. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  has  been  the 
formula  for  primary  roads. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 
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Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  KERR.  Is  the  Senator  aware  of 
the  fact  that  there  has  never  been  any 
legislation  with  reference  to  interstate 
highways,  and  there  is,  therefore,  no  for¬ 
mula  with  reference  to  something  as  to 
which  there  is  not  now  and  never  has 
been  legislation? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  What  about  the  bill 
passed  by  the  House  of  Representatives? 

Mr.  KERR.  That  does  not  constitute 
a  law.  There  is  a  bill  now  pending  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  which  has  been  passed 
by  the  House.  •  There  is  no  record  of 
money  having  been  appropriated  for  an 
interstate  highway  system  on  a  popula¬ 
tion  formula,  accruing  to  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  the  cities  of  the  great  State  which 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  represents. 
There  has  never  been  a  dollar  appro¬ 
priated  for  that  purpose.  Did  not  the 
Senator  know  that? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes.  Is  it  not  true, 
however,  that  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  apportioned  money  between  the 
States  for  interstate  highways  on  the 
basis  of  population,  in  House  bill  7941,  as 
passed  by  the  House? 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  is  aware  of 
the  fact  that  the  pending  bill  contains 
a  proposal  with  reference  to  an  addi¬ 
tional  formula  and  an  additional  alloca¬ 
tion,  a  formula  of  which  population  is 
one  of  the  factors.  But  that  is  not  law. 
There  is  no  record  of  a  dollar  having 
been  appropriated  by  the  Congress,  for 
roads  in  any  interstate  highway  system 
under  any  formula. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  it  not  true  that 
the  amounts  authorized  by  the  House 
were  to  be  distributed  on  the  basis  of 
population? 

Mr.  KERR.  It  is  true  that  that  pro¬ 
posal  is  in  the  bill ;  but  that  is  not  what 
the  Senator  said;  that  is  not  the  remark 
which  the  Senator  made  about  which  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  is  interrogating 
him. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Those  were  the  re¬ 
marks  which  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
intended  to  make,  and  if  he  did  not  make 
them,  he  would  like  to  have  the  Record 
changed  to  that  extent. 

Mr.  KERR.  Was  not  the  Senator 
talking  about  a  record  of  appropria¬ 
tions,  what  had  been  done,  and  the  in¬ 
justices  which  had  existed? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  spoke  of  authoriza¬ 
tions,  which  amount  to  commitments 
for  appropriations. 

Mr.  KERR.  Is  not  the  Senator  aware 
of  the  fact  that  there  has  never  been 
an  authorization  for  an  interstate  high¬ 
way  system  by  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States,  and  there  is  not  now  such 
an  authorization? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  What  about  the  ac¬ 
tion  of  the  House  of  Representatives? 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  is  speaking 
of  a  proposed  piece  of  legislation. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Was  it  not  passed  by 
the  House  of  Representatives? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  committee  amend¬ 
ed  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  the  point. 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  the  Senator  mean 
to  say  that  that  is  legislation? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  was  passed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives.  What  I  am 
trying  to  say  is  that  the  formula  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House  of  Representatives, 


to  my  mind,  is  a  far  more  equitable  for¬ 
mula  than  is  the  formula  proposed  by 
the  Senate.  Whether  or  not  this  is  con¬ 
nected  with  the  fact  that  the  large  States 
have  more  equitable  representation  in 
the  House  of  Representatives  than  they 
have  in  the  Senate,  I  shall  leave  for  the 
Members  of  the  Senate  and  the  public 
to  decide. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  prefer  not  to  yield 
for  the  moment. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  yields  to  every  other  Senator.  I 
assure  him  that  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  is  not  the  big  bad  wolf. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No  Senator  is  a  big, 
bad  wolf,  but  it  so  happens  that  my  emo¬ 
tions  move  in  waves.  I  am  very  generous 
to  my  colleagues  in  yielding  to  them,  and 
then  when  I  realize  that  this  generosity 
is  preventing  me  from  making  my  points, 
the  Senator  from  Florida  jumps  up  and 
I  have  no  opportunity  to  finish  my  state¬ 
ment.  It  is  merely  one  of  those  fortu¬ 
itous  accidents. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  appreciate  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  comment,  but  I  really  think  the 
question  which  I  was  about  to  ask  and 
the  comment  which  I  was  about  to  make, 
if  permitted  to  do  so,  might  throw  some 
light  upon  one  of  the  matters  which  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  has  been  mention¬ 
ing  from  time  to  time,  namely,  the  gener¬ 
osity  of  the  rest  of  the  Nation  toward 
certain  States  and  the  unwillingness  or 
refusal  heretofore  of  certain  parts  of  the 
Nation,  the  South  and  Southwest,  I  be¬ 
lieve  he  referred  to,  to  do  their  part  in 
the  matter  of  road  building. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No.  The  Senator 
from  Florida  is  in  error.  I  merely  said 
that  the  formulas  regarding  the  distri¬ 
bution  of  Federal  aid  were  devised  and 
put  into  effect  in  such  a  way  as  to  favor 
the  South,  the  Southwest,  and  the  West 
at  the  expense  of  the  big  industrial  States 
of  New  York,  New  Jersey,  Pennsylvania, 
Rhode  Island,  Connecticut,  Ohio,  Indi¬ 
ana,  Illinois,  Michigan,  and  California. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  at  this  time  for  a  ques¬ 
tion  along  the  line  which  I  have  been 
suggesting? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  My  affection  for  the 
Senator  from  Florida  is  so  great  that 
even  though  I  am  at  a  low  point  in  my 
curve  of  patience,  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield. 
Though  the  tide  is  at  the  ebb,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  may  launch  his  boat. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator, 
and  I  hope  that  I  shall  not  break  that 
curve  of  patience  by  anything  I  may  say. 
I  wonder  if  the  Senator  realizes  that  the 
very  States  to  which  he  has  referred  as 
being  the  objects  of  generosity  and  as 
being  unwilling  heretofore  to  perform 
their  own  full  part  in  the  building  of  sec¬ 
ondary  roads. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  not  quite  my 
statement. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is  as  I  under¬ 
stood  his  statement.  I  wonder  if  the 
Senator  understands  that  those  States 
are  the  States  which  uniformly  have 
taxed  themselves  far  the  heaviest  on  gas¬ 
oline  in  order  that  they  might  build  such 
roads,  and  I  wonder,  specifically,  if  the 
Senator  realizes  that  his  State  of  Illinois 
has  a  3 -cent  gas  tax  for  that  purpose. 


whereas  the  State  of  Florida,  which  is 
in  the  area  to  which  he  has  referred,  has 
a  7-cent  tax  on  gas,  every  cent  of  which 
is  dedicated  to  road  construction. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  has  been  careful  to  make  no  per¬ 
sonal  reference  of  either  an  offensive  or 
mildly  derogatory  character  about  any 
State  in  the  Union.  He  does  not  intend 
to  transgress  in  that  respect. 

I  am  afraid  that  if  I  were  to  mention 
any  State  even  in  a  slightly  derogatory 
fashion  it  might  result  in  my  being  ruled 
off  the  floor.  At  any  rate,  the  junior 
Senator  from  Oregon  has  stated  that  he 
wants  to  develop  this  phase  of  the  debate. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Would  the  Senator 
be  willing  at  this  time,  because  of  the 
mention  which  the  Senator  from  Florida 
has  already  made  of  the  subject  of  gaso¬ 
line  taxes,  to  have  included  as  part  of 
the  next  question  of  the  Senator  from 
Florida  the  table  appearing  at  page  617 
of  the  hearings  before  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  which  shows  the  gasoline  tax 
rate  in  all  the  States  of  the  Union  as  of 
March  1,  1950? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  would  be  very  happy 
to  have  the  Senator  do  so. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 

State  gasoline  tax  rates  as  of  Mar.  1, 1950 

Tax  rate 
(cents  per 


State:  gallon) 

Alabama _  6.  0 

Arizona _  5.  o 

Arkansas _  6.  5 

California _  4.  5 

Colorado _  6.  0 

Connecticut _  4.  0 

Delaware _  5.  o 

Florida _  7.  0 

Georgia _  7.  0 

Idaho _  6.  0 

Illinois _  3.  0 

Indiana _  4.  0 

Iowa _  4.  0 

Kansas _  5.  0 

Kentucky _  7.  0 

Louisiana _  9.  0 

Maine _  6.  0 

Maryland _  5.  0 

Massachusetts _  3.  o 

Michigan _  3.  0 

Minnesota _  5.  0 

Mississippi _  6.  0 

Missouri _  2.  0 

Montana _  6.  0 

Nebraska _  6.  0 

Nevada _  4.  5 

New  Hampshire _  4.  0 

New  Jersey _  3.  0 

New  Mexico _  7.  0 

New  York _  4.  0 

North  Carolina _  7.  0 

North  Dakota _  4.  0 

Ohio _  4.  0 

Oklahoma _  6.  5 

Oregon _  6.  0 

Pennsylvania _  5.  0 

Rhode  Island- _  4.  0 

South  Carolina _  6.  0 

South  Dakota _  4.  0 

Tennessee _  7.  0 

Texas _  4.  0 

Utah _  4.  0 

Vermont _ 5.  0 

Virginia _  6.  0 

Washington _  6.  5 

West  Virginia _  5.  0 

Wisconsin _  4.  0 

Wyoming _  4.  0 

District  of  Columbia _  4.  0 
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Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
table  shows  that  many  of  .the  industrial 
States  have  tax  rates  on  gasoline  in  the 
general  average  of  3  or  4  cents.  The 
States  to  which  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  has  referred  as  being  the  object  of 
generosity  uniformly  have  a  much  great¬ 
er  gas  tax.  Florida  has  a  tax  of  7  cents; 
Georgia,  7  cents;  North  Carolina,  7 
cents;  South  Carolina,  6  cents;  Tennes¬ 
see,  7  cents;  Alabama,  6  cents;  Missis¬ 
sippi,  6  cents;  Louisiana,  9  cents;  Ar¬ 
kansas,  6  V2  cents.  I  mention  those 
States  merely  by  way  of  illustration. 
Did  the  Senator  realize  that  there  was 
that  great  disparity  between  the  rate  of 
gasoline  taxation  in  the  various  States 
which  the  Senator  has  criticized  as  being 
the  object  of  unnecessary  and  unequal 
generosity  by  the  Federal  Government 
and  certain  industrial  States. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  did  not  have  the 
detailed  figures  as  to  the  rate  of  the  gas¬ 
oline  tax  levied  by  each  State  or  whether 
these  taxes  are  all  spent  for  roads.  I  do 
want  to  protest  that  the  Senator  from 
Florida  is  attributing  remarks  to  the 
junior  Senator  from  Illinois  which  he 
did  not  intend  to  make,  namely,  that 
the  rest  of  the  country  regretted  that 
the  South,  Southwest,  and  West  were 
objects  of  generosity.  I  merely  said  that 


we  have  tried  to  be  generous  in  bearing 
even  more  than  our  share  of  the  na¬ 
tional  burden,  but  we  do  not  wish  to  have 
these  States  press  too  far  their  numeri¬ 
cal  advantage  in  the  United  States  Sen¬ 
ate  on  the  question  of  interstate  high¬ 
ways.  We  do  not  want  them  to  put  over 
a  formula  which  will  throw  a  much 
larger  burden  on  the  other  States. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  one  additional 
question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  delighted  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Does  not  the  Sena¬ 
tor  think  that  a  State  which  levies  a 
7-cent  gas  tax  on  gas  consumed  in  such 
State,  and  requires  that  all  of  it  shall 
be  spent  upon  the  roads  or  upon  the 
servicing  of  road  bonds,  does  at  least  as 
good  a  job  for  its  own  road  needs  as 
does  the  State  of  Illinois,  which  levies 
only  a  3-cent  tax  upon  gasoline  con¬ 
sumed  within  that  State? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  On  the  basis  of  the 
facts  as  stated  by  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  State  of 
Florida  is  doing  very  well  indeed.  I 
would  like  to  point  out,  however,  that 
the  South  and  Southwest,  under  the  pres¬ 
ent  formula  for  primary  and  secondary 
roads,  are  getting  far  more  favors  than 
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the  industrial  States.  But  I  draw  the  line 
on  funds  for  interstate  highways  which 
should  be  allotted  according  to  popula¬ 
tion.  I  am  not  at  all  certain  that  in 
the  other  States  which  the  Senator  has 
cited  the  full  amount  of  the  gas  tax  must 
be  used  for  the  construction  of  secondary 
roads.  I  am  not  certain  of  that.  I  hope 
that  question  can  be  cleared  up  in  the 
course  of  debate.  Certainly  it  has  not 
been  my  intention  to  mention  any  State 
unfavorably. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  want  to  take 
up  too  much  additional  time,  because  I 
see  my  good  friend  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis],  who  has  been 
delayed  for  some  time  in  speaking  on 
this  subject.  I  should  like  to  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  have  included  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  in  my  remarks 
tables  which  I  have  prepared  showing 
the  percentage  of  road  funds  authorized 
by  States,  compared  with  the  percentage 
of  vehicles  registered  by  States,  the  per¬ 
centage  of  Federal  gas  tax  paid  by  States, 
the  percentage  of  population,  and  the 
percentage  of  income,  estate,  and  gift 
taxes  paid  by  each  State. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Table  I. — Comparative  table  of  States  show  ing  how  formulas  in  H.  B.  7941  operate  again  st  heavily  populated,  industrial  States 


State 

Amount  of 
authoriza¬ 
tion  in 

H.  R.  7941 

Percent 
of  total 
author¬ 
ization 

Percent 
of  total 
vehicle 
registra¬ 
tions 

Percent 
of  total 
Federal 
gas  tax 
paid 

Percent 
of  total 
popula¬ 
tion 
(1950 
census) 

Percent 
of  reve¬ 
nue 
paid  1 

Stats 

Amount  of 
authoriza¬ 
tion  in 

H.  R.  7941 

Percent 
of  total 
author¬ 
ization 

Percent 
of  total 
vehicle 
registra¬ 
tions 

Percent 
of  total 
Federal 
gas  tax 
paid 

Percent 
of  total 
popula¬ 
tion 
(1950 
census) 

Percent 
of  reve¬ 
nue 
paid 1 

1.  94 

1  34 

1.  43 

2  00 

0. 75 

$2,  836,  000 

0. 46 

0. 37 

0.  37 

0. 35 

0.23 

Arizona . . _ 

7,  693,  000 

1.24 

.54 

.64 

.49 

.30 

New  Jersey _ _ 

10, 857,  000 

1. 75 

3.23 

3. 36 

3.  30 

3.24 

9,  308,  000 

1.  50 

.  97 

.98 

1.33 

.37 

8,  222,  000 

1.33 

.46 

..56 

.45 

.22 

31,  97 1',  000 

5.  31 

9.  34 

9.  40 

6.  99 

©.  03 

New  York _ 

36,  424,  000 

5.  87 

7.71 

6.99 

9. 16 

18.  58 

Colorado . . 

9,  578,  000 

1.54 

1. 14 

1.  02 

.87 

.78 

North  Carolina . . 

14,  254,  00  1 

2.  30 

2.  60 

2.33 

2.  66 

1.06 

Connecticut _ _ - 

5,  584,  000 

.90 

1.  48 

1.  41 

1.33 

2.  75 

North  Dakota . . 

7,  456.  000 

1.  20 

.58 

.42 

.41 

.26 

Delaware.  . . 

2,  587,  000 

.42 

.22 

.25 

.21 

.59 

Ohio  . . 

23,  965,  000 

3.  87 

6.81 

5.88 

5.27 

8.91 

Florida. _ _ 

9,  314,  000 

1.50 

1.  94 

1.  93 

1.  80 

.57 

Oklahoma _ _ 

12,  201,  000 

1.97 

1.69 

1.54 

1.48 

.97 

Georgia _ _ 

14,  058,  000 

2.27 

1.  77 

1.  91 

2.  26 

1.02 

Oregon _ _ _ 

9,  875,  000 

1.59 

1.41 

1.38 

1.00 

.99 

Idaho . . 

6,  351,  000 

1.02 

.55 

.50 

.39 

.25 

Pennsylvania _ 

28, 167,  000 

4.  54 

6. 19 

6.  08 

6.95 

8. 01 

Illinois . . . . 

26,  043,  000 

4.  20 

5.  41 

5.  86 

5.80 

8.  56 

Rhode  Island... 

3,  393,  000 

.55 

.53 

.47 

.52 

.58 

Indiana. . . . 

14,  893,  000 

2.  40 

3.  00 

3.  03 

2.  61 

1.  85 

South  Carolina _ 

7,  725,  000 

1.25 

1.18 

1.14 

1.40 

.44 

Iowa . . 

13.  585,  000 

2.19 

2.  21 

2.  08 

1.73 

1.26 

South  Dakota _ _ 

7,  901,  000 

1.27 

.61 

.55 

.43 

.25 

Kansas . . . 

13,  340,  000 

2. 15 

1.83 

1.50 

1.  26 

1.  04 

Tennessee . . 

12,  594,  000 

2.  03 

1.68 

1.77 

2. 18 

.94 

Kentucky . . . 

10,  792,  000 

1.  74 

1.  55 

1.  53 

1.  93 

.76 

Texas . . 

36, 617,  000 

5.  91 

5.76 

6. 15 

5. 12 

4. 22 

Louisiana _ _ _ 

9,  279,  000 

1.45 

1.  36 

1. 35 

1.80 

.94 

Utah.. . 

6,  043,  000 

.97 

.50 

.54 

.45 

.25 

Maine  . 

4,  809,  000 

.78 

.57 

.65 

.61 

.32 

Vermont . . 

2,  570,  000 

.41 

.26 

.28 

.25 

.12 

Maryland _ _ 

5,  924,  000 

.96 

1.38 

1.  33 

1.  53  ‘ 

3.28 

11,  200,  000 

1.81 

1.84 

2.05 

2.18 

1.15 

Massachusetts . 

11,  007,  000 

1.78 

2.64 

2.68 

3. 13 

3. 60 

Washington . . 

10,  291,  000 

1.66 

2.30 

1.82 

1.  57 

1.64 

Michigan . . . 

20,  649,  000 

3.33 

4.  95 

4.  80 

4.  20 

5. 18 

6,  448,  000 

1.  04 

.98 

1. 10 

1.33 

.65 

Minnesota. _ _ 

15, 117,  000 

2.44 

2. 39 

2. 15 

1.97 

1.72 

14,  091,  000 

2.27 

2.  52 

2.45 

2.26 

1.89 

Mississippi _ _ 

9,  900,  000 

1.60 

1.98 

1.11 

1. 30 

.33 

Wyoming _ _ 

6, 188,  000 

1.  00 

.26 

.32 

.19 

.14 

17, 131,  000 

2. 76 

2.68 

2.  95 

2.  60 

2. ‘45 

2,  473,  000 

.40 

10,  080,  000 

1.63 

.55 

.49 

.39 

.28 

3,  681,  000 

.59 

.41 

.55 

.53 

10, 307, 000 

1.66 

1.22 

1. 13 

.91 

.80 

3, 544, 000 

.57 

Nevada  . . 

6, 385, 000 

1. 03 

.15 

.20 

.11 

.14 

1  Incomff,  estate,  and  gift  taxes  only. 


Table  II. — Comparison  of  12  Mountain  and  Plains  States  with  7  industrial  and  9  Southern  States  as  affected  by  H.  R.  7941 


State 

Amount  of 
authoriza¬ 
tion  in 

H.  R.  7941 

Percent 
of  total 
author¬ 
ization 

Percent 
of  total 
vehicle 
registra¬ 
tions 

Percent 
of  total 
Federal 
gas  tax 
paid 

Percent 
of  total 
popula¬ 
tion 
(1950 
census) 

Percent 
of  reve¬ 
nue  1 

State 

Amount  of 
authoriza¬ 
tion  in 

H.  R.  7941 

Percent 
of  total 
author¬ 
ization 

Percent 
of  total 
vehicle 
registra¬ 
tions 

Percent 
of  total 
Federal 
gas  tax 
paid 

Percent 
of  total 
popula¬ 
tion 
(1950 
census) 

Percent 
of  reve¬ 
nue  1 

A.  MOUNTAIN  AND  PLAINS 
STATES 

A.  MOUNTAIN  AND  PLAINS 
states— continued 

$10, 080, 000 
6, 351, 000 
6, 043, 000 
6, 188,  000 

1.63 

0. 55 

0. 49 

0.39 

0.28 

Kansas. . 

$13, 340, 000 

2.15 

1.83 

1.50 

1.26 

1.04 

1.02 

.55 

.50 

.39 

.25 

Nebraska . 

10, 307, 000 

1.66 

1.22 

1.13 

.91 

.80 

Utah 

.97 

.50 

.54 

.45 

.25 

North  Dakota . 

7, 456,  000 

1.20 

.58 

.42 

.41 

.26 

Wyoming _ _ 

1. 00 

.26 

.32 

.19 

.14 

South  Dakota . 

7, 901, 000 

1.27 

.61 

.55 

.43 

.25 

Colorado  . . . 

9,  578, 000 
8,  222,  000 

1.54 

1.14 

1.02 

.87 

.78 

New  Mexico _ 

1.33 

.46 

.56 

.45 

.22 

Total,  12  Moun- 

Arizona . 

7, 693, 000 

1.24 

.54 

1.43 

.49 

.30 

tain  and  Plains 

6.39 

8.66 

6.35 

Nevada . 

6, 385, 000 

1.03 

.15 

.20 

.11 

.14 

States . 

99, 544, 000 

16.04 

4.  71 

1  Income,  estate,  and  gift  taxes  only. 
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Table  II. — Comparison  of  12  Mountain  and  Plains  States  with  7  industrial  and  9  Southern  States  affected  by  H.  R.  7941 — Continued 


State 

Amount  of 
authoriza¬ 
tion  in 

H.  B.  7941 

Percent 
of  total 
author¬ 
ization 

Percent 
of  total 
vehicle 
registra¬ 
tions 

Percent 
of  total 
Federal 
gas  tax 
paid 

Percent 
of  total 
popula¬ 
tion 
(1950 
census) 

Percent 
of  reve¬ 
nue 
paid  1 

State 

Amount  of 
authoriza¬ 
tion  in 

H.  E.  7941 

Percent 
of  total 
author¬ 
ization 

Percent 
of  total 
vehicle 
registra¬ 
tions 

Percent 
of  total 
F  ederal 
gas  tax 
paid 

Percent 
of  total 
popula¬ 
tion 
(1950 
census) 

Percent 
of  reve¬ 
nue 
paid 1 

B.  INDUSTRIAL  STATES 

C.  SOUTHERN  STATES-COn. 

New  York. . 

$36, 424, 000 

5. 87 

7.71 

6.  99 

9. 16 

18. 58 

Kentucky . . 

$10, 792, 000 
9,  279, 000 
9, 900, 000 
12,  201, 000 
12,  594, 000 

1.74 

1. 65 

P-53 

1.93 

$0. 76 

New  Jersey . . . 

10,  857, 000 

1.75 

3.23 

3. 36 

3.30 

3.24 

Louisiana  _ 

1.45 

1.36 

1.35 

1.80 

.94 

Pennsylvania . 

28, 167, 000 

4.  54 

6. 19 

6.  08 

6.  95 

8. 01 

Mississippi . . . 

1.60 

1. 98 

1.  11 

1.30 

.33 

31,  971,  000 

5.31 

9.  34 

9.40 

6.  99 

9.03 

Oklahoma . . . 

1.97 

1.69 

1.54 

1.48 

.97 

26,  043, 000 
23,  965,  000 
20,  649,  000 

4.20 

6.  41 

5.86 

5.80 

8.  56 

Tennessee _ _ 

2. 03 

1.68 

1.  77 

2. 18 

.94 

3.87 

5.  81 

5.  88 

5.  27 

5.  91 

Texas 

36, 617,  000 

6.91 

5.76 

6.15 

5. 12 

4.22 

3. 33 

4.  95 

4.80 

5. 18 

Total,  9  Southern 
States _ _ _ 

Total,  7  industrial 

126,  798, 000 

20. 41 

18.10 

17.  77 

19.40 

10. 30 

178,  076, 000 

28.87 

42.64 

42.  37 

41.67 

58.51 

C.  SOUTHERN  STATES 

Alabama . 

12, 049, 000 
9, 308, 000 

1.94 

1.  34 

1.43 

2.  00 

.75 

A.  12  Mountain  and 
Plains  States _ 

99,  544,  000 

16.04 

6.39 

8.66 

6.  35 

4.  71 

Arkansas . . 

1.50 

.97 

.98 

1.33 

.37 

B.  7  industrial  States _ 

176,  076,  000 

28. 87 

42.64 

42.  37 

41.  67 

58.  51 

Georgia.  . . 

14,  058, 000 

2.27 

1.  77 

1.  91 

2.26 

1.02 

C.  9  Southern  States . 

126,  798,  000 

20.  41 

18.10 

17.77 

19.40 

10.  30 

i  Income,  estate,  and  gift  taxes  only. 


Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  also  like  to  make  a  few  brief  com¬ 
ments  on  some  of  the  figures  shown  in 
the  table.  For  instance,  I  have  taken 
12  Mountain  and  Plains  States.  Lest 
some  of  my  friends  from  the  South  and 
Southwest  should  feel  that  I  am  refer¬ 
ring  to  them,  it  will  be  noted  that  these 
12  States  to  which  I  am  now  referring  in¬ 
clude  no  Southern  States  and  no  South¬ 
western  States.  In  the  12  States  I  have 
included  Montana,  Idaho,  Utah,  Wyo¬ 
ming,  Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Arizona, 
Nevada,  Kansas,  Nebraska,  North  Da¬ 
kota,  and  South  Dakota.  With  the  un¬ 
derstanding  that  I  am  not  violating  rule 
XIX  I  should  like  to  point  out  that  these 
12  States,  if  the  bill  as  presently  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  committee  is  passed,  will 
receive  16  percent  of  the  total  funds  au¬ 
thorized,  despite  the  fact  that  they  have 
only  6.35  percent  of  the  national  popula¬ 
tion,  6.39  percent  of  the  automobiles  and 
trucks,  and  pay  8.66  percent  of  the  gas 
taxes.  The  gas  tax  paid  is  probably  as 
good  an  indication  of  the  relative  degree 
of  road  use  as  there  is  available.  If  that 
is  taken  as  a  standard,  it  will  be  seen 
that  these  12  States  get  twice  as  large  a 
percentage  of  the  funds  as  the  gas  tax 
they  pay,  and  about  two  and  two-third^ 
times  as  much  as  they  would  get  on  the 
basis  of  comparative  population  or  com¬ 
parative  number  of  vehicles. 

Let  us  contrast  with  this  figures  cov¬ 
ering  the  seven  industrial  and  highly 
populated  States  of  New  York,  New  Jer¬ 
sey,  Pennsylvania,  California,  Illinois, 
Ohio,  and  Michigan.  I  hope  it  will  not 
be  regarded  as  being  unduly  laudatory 
for  me  to  point  out  that  these  seven 
States  have  41.67  percent  of  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  the  country,  or  three-sevenths  of 
the  entire  population  of  our  country; 
that  they  have  licensed  42.64  percent  of 
the  motor  vehicles  of  the  country,  and 
that  they  pay  42.37  percent  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  gasoline  tax  of  the  country.  There¬ 
fore,  whatever  basis  we  use,  whether  it 
be  vehicles,  percentage  of  Federal  gas 
tax  paid,  or  percentage  of  population,  it 
comes  to  approximately  42  percent.  Un¬ 
der  the  formula  proposed  in  the  bill  they 
would  get  slightly  less  than  29  percent 
of  the  total  Federal  funds. 

If  we  were  to  take  the  percentage  of 
income,  estate,  and  gift  taxes,  it  will  be 


found  that  the  seven  industrial  States 
pay  58  y2  percent  of  the  taxes,  whereas 
the  12  other  Western  States  which  I  have 
mentioned  pay  only  4.7  percent  of  the 
taxes  and  the  nine  Southern  and  South¬ 
western  States  pay  only  10.3  percent  of 
these  taxes. 

I  desire  to  make  it  clear — and  I  wish 
some  of  my  good  friends  were  now  on 
the  floor  who  previously  took  exception 
to  my  remarks — that  I  do  not  insist  that 
each  State  should  get  back  in  Federal  aid 
the  proportion  of  the  taxes  which  its  citi¬ 
zens  pay  into  the  Federal  Treasury.  I 
believe  there  is  a  national  responsibility 
involved  in  these  questions.  The  rec¬ 
ord  will  show  that  when  the  Federal-aid- 
for-education  bill  was  before  the  Senate 
I  supported  a  formula  which  would  have 
made  a  most  liberal  provision  for  the 
poorer  States,  which  happen  to  be  in  the 
South  and  Southwest.  I  was  very  happy 
to  do  so,  because  I  felt  poor  education  a 
national  problem,  which  the  people  of 
the  country  as  a  whole  should  assist  in 
meeting,  and  that  these  poorer  States 
were  already  being  taxed  above  the  na¬ 
tional  average.  In  spite  of  opposition  in 
my  own  State,  I  voted  against  the  Lodge 
formula,  which  would  have  diminished 
the  amounts  going  to  Southern  and 
Southwestern  States. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  should  like  to 
say  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Illinois  that  I  was  not  taking  exception 
to  what  he  was  saying.  I  would  not  do 
that.  I  merely  was  not  agreeing  with 
him  entirely.  I  wanted  him  to  know 
that  I  had  been  to  his  great  city  of  Chi¬ 
cago  and  had  enjoyed  being  there,  and 
fully  appreciated  his  desire  and  the  de¬ 
sire  of  his  people,  and  I  wanted  to  help 
him  in  every  way  I  could.  However,  it 
seemed  to  me  that  he  was  not  informed 
as  well  as  he  should  be  in  regard  to  the 
State  of  Arizona  and  the  State  of  Mon¬ 
tana.  I  see  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Ecton]  in  the  Chamber.  That 
applies  to  the  State  of  New  Mexico  and 
other  States.  We  would  like  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  to  come  to  our  States. 
If  he  would,  he  would  know  our  needs, 
and  would  be  able  to  speak  with  a  little 
more  authority.  I  think  he  should  come 


to  our  States  and  drive  over  their  roads. 
If  he  did  so,  he  would  be  a  little  better 
informed  as  to  conditions  there. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  If  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  and  the  Senator  from  Montana 
will  promise  to  accompany  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  he  will  be  glad  to  go  to  those 
two  beautiful  States.  Being  accompa¬ 
nied  by  the  two  Senators  would  be  suffi¬ 
cient  recompense  for  a  long  trip. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  That  is  a  promise 
now. 

Mr.  ECTON.  I  assure  my  good  friend 
from  Illinois  that  the  invitation  stands, 
and  we  would  certainly  like  to  have  him 
come  to  Montana. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  not  a  stranger 
to  the  two  States.  I  have  been  a  tourist 
there.  I  visited  the  Grand  Canyon, 
which  is  a  natural  pride  and  wonder  of 
the  State  of  Arizona,  and  I  have  been  to 
Glacier  Park  in  Montana.  I  love  both 
States  very  much.  However,  it  must  be 
remembered  that  the  people  in  the  in¬ 
dustrial  States  deserve  consideration  too, 
and  I  hope  the  Senators  will  not  press 
too  far  the  great  political  power  which 
they  have  in  the  United  States  Senate. 

We  are  anxious  to  help  the  other  re¬ 
gions  of  the  country  but  we  know  these 
seven  industrial  States  have  only  14  votes 
in  the  United  States  Senate  and  that  12 
Mountain  and  Plains  States  I  have  men¬ 
tioned  have  24  votes,  and  other  States 
from  the  South  and  the  Southwest  which 
are  joined  with  them  have  still  more.  So 
that  we  know  we  can  always  be  outvoted 
in  the  Senate,  and  we  are  seldom  repre¬ 
sented  on  the  committees  which  draw  up 
these  bills.  Therefore,  we  do  not  have 
much  of  a  voice  in  the  formulation  of  the 
bills.  We  are  relatively  ineffective  when 
the  bills  come  to  the  floor,  because  we  do 
not  have  the  votes.  But  we  plead  with 
the  Senators  from  other  regions,  not  to 
press  their  numerical  and  political  ad¬ 
vantage  in  the  Senate  too  far  but  rather 
to  think  of  us  as  people  who  are  anxious 
to  help  them  but  who  have  some  self- 
respect  of  our  own.  Please  do  not  try  to 
see  ljow  much  you  can  get  out  of  the  in¬ 
dustrial  States,  and  how  little  you  can 
give  back. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  STENNIS  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 
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Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Arizona. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  Senator  may  yield  for 
the  purpose  of  having  a  quorum  called, 
without  losing  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 

George  in  the  chair).  Without  objec¬ 
tion,  the  Senator  may  yield  for  that  pur¬ 

pose  without  forfeiting  his  right  to  the 
floor. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  is  advised  by  the  Secretary  that 
a  quorum  is  not  present. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  a  quorum  call  be  rescinded,  and  that 
further  proceedings  under  the  call  be 
suspended.  ~~ 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  a  point 
of  order. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Has  not  an  announce¬ 
ment  been  made  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  is  advised  that  such  an  announce¬ 
ment  has  not  been  made. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
Senator  from  Arizona?  The  Chair  hears 
none  and,  without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  for 
another  unanimous-consent  request  be¬ 
fore  he  proceeds  to  make  his  statement? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  concludes  its  business  today,  it 
recess  until  12  o’clock  noon  on  Monday 
next. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  What  is  the  unanimous- 
consent  agreement  for  Monday? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  It  is 
set  forth  on  the  calendar. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  to 
me  so  I  may  answer  that  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  The  unanimous- 
consent  agreement  is  that  on  Monday  the 
Senate  shall  meet  at  12  o’clock  noon,  and 
from  12  o’clock  noon  until  1  p.  m.  discuss 
the  so-called  control  bill.  That  com¬ 
mencing  at  1  o’clock  the  Senate  shall 
vote  on  all  amendments  to  the  bill,  and 
on  the  bill  itself,  with  a  limitation  being 
placed  cn  the  debate  on  the  amendments 
and  cn  the  bill  itself,  including  the  so- 


called  Mundt-Ferguson  amendment,  of 
10  minutes,  that  is,  5  minutes  to  each 
side,  and  that  no  amendment  which  is 
not  germane  to  the  bill  shall  be  offered. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  I  may  say  that 
some  Senators  may  believe  that  the 
Mundt-Ferguson  amendment  is  more 
important  than  the  road  bill.  I  wish  to 
say,  however,  that  there  is  no  more  im¬ 
portant  legislation  dealing  with  the  na¬ 
tional  welfare  than  the  read  bill,  in  spite 
of  all  the  laudable  and  sincere  remarks 
made  by  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas]  with  respect  to  that  bill. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  in  his  state¬ 
ment  to  the  Senate  today  practically 
accused  some  Members  of  the  Senate- 
present  Members  and  past  Members — 
of  not  being  interested  in  the  welfare  of 
the  country,  or  the  growth  of  the  coun¬ 
try,  or  the  economy  of  the  country,  or 
the  taxpayers  of  the  country;  of  being 
interested  in  nothing  but  to  secure  some 
“pork”  for  the  people  of  their  individual 
States.  Included  among  them  would  be 
the  members  of  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  of  this  body,  and  all  those  who 
participated  in  bringing  about  road  leg¬ 
islation  and  construction  of  roads  among 
them  a  great  gentleman  from  Alabama 
who,  as  I  recall,  as  far  back  as  1917  was 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Post 
Offices  and  Post  Roads,  the  late  Senator 
John  H.  Bankhead,  father  of  the  late 
Senator  of  the  same  name,  John  H. 
Bankhead,  both  of  whom  participated  in 
the  preparation  and  passage  of  road 
legislation. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  shall  yield  in  a  mo¬ 
ment.  There  are  now  present  in  the 
Senate  Chamber  most  of  the  members 
of  the  Public  Works  Committee,  both 
Democrats  and  Republicans.  The  bill 
was  reported  unanimously  by  the  com¬ 
mittee.  Most  of  the  time,  since  the  bill 
was  taken  up,  has  been  devoted  to  dis¬ 
cussion  of  other  matters  than  the  bill 
itself.  I  say,  if  the  bill  is  a  “pork”  bill, 
let  us  find  out  about  it.  If  it  is  fair 
legislation  which  should  be  passed,  let  us 
find  out  about  it. 

Mr.  President,  much  as  I  should  like 
to  comply  with  the  request  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arizona  [Mr.  McFarland],  I 
think  it  would  be  advisable,  in  order  to 
do  justice  to  the  American  people,  to 
the  American  taxpayers,  that  the  bill  be 
discussed  fully.  I  hope  some  arrange¬ 
ment  can  be  made  whereby  we  can  meet 
tomorrow  and  continue  consideration  of 
the  bill.  The  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Stennis]  wishes  to  discuss  it.  The 
Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan] 
desires  to  discuss  the  bill.  The  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr]  desires  to 
discuss  it.  I  know  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Watkins]  wants  to  discuss  it. 
I  know  the  Senator  from  Nevada  wants 
to  discuss  the  bill.  It  is  a  very  impor¬ 
tant  measure,  and  before  it  is  voted  on, 
on  Monday,  I  want  to  prove  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  that  it  is  sound  Amer¬ 
ican  patriotic  legislation,  and  not  “pork” 
legislation,  as  he  would  indicate.  So  I 
object  to  the  unanimous-consent  request 
made  by  the  Senator  from  Arizona. 

May  I  now  proceed,  Mr.  President? 


The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  in  ordt  r 
to  keep  the  record  straight,  I  should 
like  to  yield  now  to  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico.  He  has  been  recognized 
by  the  Chair,  but  I  think  I  have  the  floor. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may  be 
permitted  to  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  for  a  statement  without  los¬ 
ing  my  rights  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  several 
days  ago  the  Senate  gave  unanimous 
consent  to  the  request  that  on  yesterday 
House  bill  7S41,  better  known  as  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  read  bill,  should  be  made  the 
pending  business.  The  bill  was  reported 
to  the  Senate  from  the  committee  several 
months  ago,  after  long  hearings  had 
been  had  upon  it  by  a  subcommittee  of 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  headed 
by  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
McClellan].  Months  were  devoted  to 
those  hearings.  Witnesses  came  from 
every  State  of  the  Union,  including  the 
State  of  Illinois,  which  is  one  of  the 
participants  in  the  benefits  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation.  The  Senate  commit¬ 
tee  reported  the  bill.  It  is  true  that  the 
Senate  bill  was  reported  several  months 
ago,  but  because  of  other  business  it  was 
not  taken  up  for  consideration  until  yes¬ 
terday.  Yesterday,  as  the  Senate  was 
beginning  to  proceed  with  the  consider¬ 
ation  of  the  bill,  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  received 
from  the  President  of  the  United  States 
a  letter  with  reference  to  the  proposed 
legislation.  I  wish  to  read  a  part  of  that 
letter,  as  follows: 

The  bill,  in  its  present  form,  would  increase 
the  Federal-aid  highway  program  some  $120,- 
000,000  a  year  above  the  January  budget  rec¬ 
ommendations.  In  view  of  the  rising  cost 
of  the  defense  program  now  contemplated,  I 
am  concerned  about  these  increases  in  the 
highway  program. 

I  call  particular  attention  to  the  fol¬ 
lowing  portion  of  the  letter,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent: 

Of  course,  the  committee’s  hearings  on  this 
legislation  were  held  before  the  invasion  of 
Korea  and  the  committee’s  report  was  filed 
before  there  was  a  clear  indication  of  the 
budgetary  requirements  needed  to  meet  the 
changed  international  situation. 

Then  the  President  proceeds  to  state 
the  reasons  why  he  asks  us  to  take  cer¬ 
tain  action,  namely,  to  cut  down  the 
amount  to  what  the  budget  recom¬ 
mended  originally. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  the  entire  letter  from 
the  President  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  tire  Record, 
as  follows: 

August  17,  1950. 

My  Dear  Senator  Chavez:  I  am  writing 
you  regarding  the  Federal-aid  highway  bill 
(H.  R.  7941),  which  has  been  reported  by  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works. 

The  bill,  in  its  present  form,  would  in¬ 
crease  th®  Federal-aid  highway  program 
some  $120,000,000  a  year  above  the  January 
budget  recommendations.  In  view  of  the 
rising  cost  of  the  defense  program  now  con- 
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templated,  I  am  concerned  about  these  in¬ 
creases  in  the  highway  program.  Of  course, 
the  committee’s  hearings  on  this  legislation 
were  held  before  the  invasion  of  Korea  and 
the  committee’s  report  was  filed  before  there 
was  a  clear  indication  of  the  budgetary  re¬ 
quirements  needed  to  meet  the  changed  in¬ 
ternational  situation.  Because  of  the  dif¬ 
ferent  circumstances  which  now  exist,  I 
would  like  to  ask  your  committee  to  consid¬ 
er  recommending  certain  changes  in  the 
provisions  of  this  bill,  as  reported,  before 
it  is  finally,  acted  upon  by  the  Senate. 

In  view  of  our  increased  defense  require¬ 
ments,  I  have  already  directed  the  Federal 
agencies  to  review  their  programs  for  the 
purpose  of  modifying  them  wherever  prac¬ 
ticable  to  lessen  demands  for  supplies  and 
services  in  competition  with  defense  needs. 
One  of  the  programs  under  review  is  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  for  highway  construction.  This  is 
one  of  our  major  activities  in  the  field  of 
civil  public  works. 

By  authorizing  a  material  increase  in  the 
level  of  Federal-highway  aid,  H.  R.  7941 
seems  inconsistent  with  the  effort  to  hold 
down  nondefense  spending.  I  believe  it  is 
essential  that  the  amounts  provided  in  the 
bill  for  the  Federal-aid  program  be  reduced 
at  least  to  the  level  of  $500,000,000  originally 
recommended  in  my  budget  message  and 
that  the  amounts  earmarked  for  secondary 
roads  be  reduced  at  least  to  the  level  of  $150,- 
000,000  contained  in  the  bill  as  passed  by 
the  House.  In  addition,  I  believe  that  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  funds  should  be  limited  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  system  rather  than  used  for  local 
or  county  roads  which  are  not  a  part  of  that 
system. 

Furthermore,  it  would  seem  desirable  that 
the  present  matching  provisions  requiring 
equal  sharing  by  the  States  and  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  be  maintained  for  all  proj¬ 
ects.  H.  R.  7941  changes,  in  a  number  of 
important  ways,  the  matching  and  other  ad¬ 
ministrative  provisions  of  prior  Federal-aid 
highway  legislation.  These  provisions  have 
recognized  the  mutual  interests  of  both  the 
States  and  Federal  Government  in  the  im¬ 
provement  of  important  highways.  The 
Federal-aid  program  has  been  very  effective 
in  the  past  and  there  seems  to  be  no  com¬ 
pelling  reason  to  increase  the  Federal  share 
in  the  program  at  this  time. 

The  bill  would  also  permit  the  use  of 
Federal-aid  highway  funds  which  may  be¬ 
come  available  in  the  future  to  retire  bonds 
Issued  by  State  and  local  governments  for 
certain  road  construction.  It  seems  particu¬ 
larly  undesirable  for  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  encourage  a  general  acceleration  of 
road  building  by  underwriting  highway  con¬ 
struction  bonds  at  a  time  when  we  are  at¬ 
tempting  to  conserve  manpower  and  ma¬ 
terials  for  our  defense  effort. 

Finally,  the  $25,000,000  provided  in  the 
bill  for  access  roads  to  military  establish¬ 
ments,  seems  excessive  at  this  time.  These 
roads  are  intended  to  speed  up  traffic  move¬ 
ments  to  and  from  certain  installations  not 
now  readily  accessible.  The  need  for  these 
roads  has  been  carefully  reviewed  within  the 
executive  branch  and  it  appears  that  an 
authorization  of  $10,000,000  would  be  ade¬ 
quate  for  the  construction  of  all  access  roads 
now  urgently  needed. 

In  light  of  the  international  situation  and 
our  increased  defense  requirements,  I  hope 
that  you®!,  committee  will  feel  that  it  can 
recommend  changes  in  H.  R.  7941  along  the 
lines  I  have  suggested. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Harry  S.  Truman. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  the 
committee  naturally  pays  heed  to 
Budget  recommendations,  but  we  do  not 
think  our  duty  is  one  of  serfMity  to  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget. 


When  the  committee  was  considering 
this  bill,  it  was  duty  bound  to  present  a 
bill  to  the  Senate ;  and  pursuant  to  that 
duty,  we  did  present  a  bill  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  after  consideration  of  the  matter  by 
the  committee,  in  accordance  with  law. 
Then  came  the  Korean  situation. 

The  only  part  of  the  letter  of  the  Pres¬ 
ident  with  which  I  disagree  is  the  part 
in  which  the  statement  is  made  that  the 
recommendations  now  made  are  brought 
about  because  of  the  Korean  situation. 
The  fact  is,  Mr.  President,  that  they  are 
exactly  the  recommendations  which  were 
made  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  at 
the  time  when  there  was  no.  Korean 
situation. 

The  committee  realizes  fully  the  Ko¬ 
rean  situation,  and  for  that  reason  the 
committee  wishes  to  cooperate  with  the 
Nation,  the  Government,  and  the  head 
of  the  Government  in  every  way,  shape, 
and  form,  in  order  that  we  may  carry 
on,  not  only  in  Korea,  but  in  all  inter¬ 
national  obligations  or  commitments 
which  we  may  have. 

When  I  received  the  President’s  letter 
yesterday  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate — 
and  before  I  submitted  the  letter  to  the 
committee,  it  was  given  to  the  public 
press — it  was  my  purpose  to  call  a  meet¬ 
ing  of  the  committee,  to  advise  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee  of  the  letter,  and 
to  let  them  have  knowledge  of  its  con¬ 
tents.  I  called  a  meeting  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  at  9  o’clock  this  morning.  The 
committee  responded  in  full  force. 

After  going  over  the  situation,  we  de¬ 
cided — not  because  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  recommended  it,  but  because  of 
the  international  situation — to  do  some¬ 
thing  about  it.  I  am  sorry  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  is  not  here  at  the  moment, 
because  I  am  about  to  state  what  the 
committee  did. 

The  original  recommendation  in  this 
connection  was  for  $748,500,000,  which 
still  is  not  half  enough  to  permit  doing 
what  is  required  for  the  roads  of  the 
Nation,  including  the  urban  roads  about 
which  the  Senator  from  Illinois  speaks. 

Nevertheless,  that  was  the  recommen¬ 
dation.  The  House  voted  $646,500,000. 
In  view  of  the  situation  as  I  understand 
it — and  it  was  again  called  to  our  atten¬ 
tion  by  the  President’s  letter — we  on  the 
committee  took  action.  I  should  like  to 
have  Senators  who  are  interested  and 
who  feel  that  road  legislation  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  consider  carefully  the  statement 
I  am  about  to  make.  After  I  read  these 
figures,  I  shall  conclude. 

The  1948  authorization  for  primary 
roads  was  $202,000,000  in  round  figures. 
This  bill,  as  passed  by  the  House,  con¬ 
tains  authorization  for  $225,000,000  for 
that  purpose.  The  Senate  committee’s 
recommendation  is  identical  in  amount 
with  the  amount  voted  by  the  House  of 
Representatives.  The  action  taken  by 
the  committee  this  morning,  after  the 
Korean  situation  developed,  and  after 
the  letter  was  received  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  was  the  same. 

Last  year  the  authorization  for  sec¬ 
ondary  roads  was  $135,000,000.  In  this 
bill  the  House  voted  $150,000,000.  The 
original  Senate  committee  recommenda¬ 


tion  was  $200,000,000.  This  morning  the 
committee  is  recommending  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  sum  of  $175,000,000,  or  a  re¬ 
duction  of  $25,000,(100. 

For  urban  roads — the  pet  item  of  my 
good  friend,  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Douglas] — in  1948  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  was  $112,500,000.  In  this  bill  the 
House  voted  $125,000,000.  The  Senate 
agreed,  and  that  amount  is  in  the  bill 
now. 

We  had  begun  an  innovation  which 
seems  to  annoy  my  good  friend  the 
Senator  from  Illinois.  Gur  innovation 
was  based  upon  trying  to  extend  the 
road  systems  to  people  living  in  the 
country  districts.  We  wanted  to  get  the 
farmer  cut  of  the  mud,  and  we  were  try¬ 
ing  an  innovation,  just  as  the  urban 
roads  were  brought  into  the  picture  in 
1944.  We  provided  S70,000,000  for  an 
interstate  system.  The  purpose  really 
is  to  enable  the  farmers  to  reach  the 
markets.  The  committee  and  the  Senate 
Vvere  trying  to  make  it  possible  for  the 
farmers  to  take  their  crops  to  the  cities 
which  have  the  large  populations.  The 
House  voted  for  that  purpose  $70,000,000, 
which  is  what  we  allowed. 

However,  in  view  of  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  contained  in  the  President’s  letter 
and  in  view  of  the  Korean  situation,  this 
morning  the  Senate  committee  is  rec¬ 
ommending  to  the  Senate  an  amend¬ 
ment  doing  away  with  that  item. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  at  this  point  for  a 
question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Is  it  not  true  that 
every  mile  of  the  interstate  system  is 
either  in  the  primary  Federal-aid  sys¬ 
tem  or  the  urban  Federal-aid  system, 
and  that  as  to  both  of  those  systems  the 
final  recommendations  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  this  morning  give  them  increased 
recognition,  and  a  little  increase  over 
the  authorizations  made  in  the  1948 
act? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  There  is  no  question  of 
that. 

Mr.  President,  some  persons — I  hope 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  is  not  one  of 
them — might  think  that  forest  highways 
are  not  important  in  connection  with 
\  the  national  defense.  Yet,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  where  does  our  lumber  come  from? 
It  comes  from  the  forests. 

In  1948  the  authorization  for  forest 
highways  was  $20,000,000.  The  House 
voted  $20,000,000,  and  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  recommended  $20,000,000  for  that 
purpose.  We  need  not  make  a  change 
in  that  item  today. 

In  1948  the  authorization  for  forest 
roads  and  trails  was  $17,500,000.  In 
this  bill  the  House  voted  S17,500,0G0,  and 
the  Senate  committee  increased  that 
amount  by  $2,500,000,  to  a  total  of  $20,- 
000,000.  It  is  still  carried  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  President,  the  other  day  we  heard 
the  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Tydings]  speak  in  reference  to  a  meas¬ 
ure  calling  for  the  construction  of  the 
highway  between  Washington  and  Balti¬ 
more.  Of  course,  it  is  fine  to  have  traffic 
between  Washington  and  Baltimore 
handled  properly  in  that  way;  but  the 
major  need  for  that  highway  arises  from 
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the  large  airfield  between  here  and  Balti¬ 
more,  and  also  Fort  Meade,  which  is  lo¬ 
cated  near  there.  It  is  a  military  neces¬ 
sity  that  the  road  be  constructed,  so  we 
did  not  figure  that  we  could  cut  the  item 
for  it,  but  we  went  along  with  the  amount 
voted  by  the  House,  namely,  $13,000,000. 

Then  there  is  the  item  for  the  Inter- 
American  highway,  which  had  budget 
approval.  There  was  testimony  by  Mr. 
Miller,  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  State, 
as  to  the  stern  military  necessity  for 
that  highway.  We  had  originally  rec¬ 
ommended  to  the  Senate  $8,000,000  for 
that  item.  This  morning  we  cut  it 
$2,000,000. 

There  is  another  international  item 
involved  in  the  bill,  which  is  Rama  Road. 
It  appears  that  during  the  war  some 
gestures  were  made  to  Nicaragua  indi¬ 
cating  that  because  we  did  not  comply 
with  some  kind  of  commitment  for  cer¬ 
tain  transportation  on  the  Canal,  in 
order  to  transport  troops  during  periods 
of  crisis  from  the  Pacific  to  the  Atlan¬ 
tic,  when  transportation  on  the  Canal 
might  not  be  available,  something  should 
be  done.  The  Budget  Bureau  requested 
a  large  amount,  as  I  recall,  $10,000,000. 
The  committee  originally  recommended 
$4,000,000,  but  still  in  order,  if  possible, 
to  comply  with  the  situation  existing  at 
the  moment,  the  committee  reduced  it 
to  $2,000,000." 

The  committee  recommended  appro¬ 
priations  for  certain  military  necessi¬ 
ties.  The  Budget  Bureau  had  approved 
$10,000,000.  We  thought  we  would  try 
to  get  ready  in  time,  instead  of  waiting 
until  too  late.  The  committee  had  rec¬ 
ommended  $25,000,000  for  military  ac¬ 
cess  roads.  According  to  the  President’s 
letter,  he  thinks  that  is  too  much,  and 
that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  must  be 
correct.  He  therefore  recommended  but 
$10,000,000.  So  the  committee  this 
morning  agreed  to  reduce  it  to  $10,000,- 
000. 

We  have  allowed  also  for  Tongass 
Forest  roads  in  Alaska  $3,500,000,  and 
we  have  allowed  $5,000,000  for  roads  on 
the  public  domain,  a  matter  in  which 
all  the  States,  particularly  those  of  the 
West,  are  interested. 

In  other  words,  with  the  cuts  the  com¬ 
mittee  made  this  morning,  and  which 
have  been  submitted  to  the  Senate  in  the 
form  of  '  proposed  amendments,  which 
are  now  lying  on  the  table,  the  over-all 
amount  carried  in  the  bill  will  be  re¬ 
duced  by  $120,000,000,  bringing  it  down 
from  $748,500,000  to  $628,500,000,  which 
is  less  than  the  amount  provided  by  the 
House. 

I  wanted  to  make  that  statement  to 
the  Senate  before  my  good  friend,  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis] 
proceeded. 

To  me  this  is  an  important  measure. 
I  know  that  there  are  those  who  call  it 
pork,  but  I  ask,  what  would  St.  Louis  do, 
what  would  Kansas  City  do,  and  what 
would  Chicago  do,  if  Mr.  Farmer  could 
not  have  access  to  their  markets?  Even 
from  an  economic  standpoint,  and  even 
from  the  point  of  view  of  feeding  the 
children  in  the  large  industrial  areas, 
the  greatest  piece  of  legislation  which 
has  ever  been  passed  by  the  Congress  of 


ths  United  States,  the  thing  which  has 
conti’ibuted  more  to  unify  the  people,  to 
bring  them  together,  to  prevent  section¬ 
alism,  and  to  make  the  Nation  strong, 
is  the  transportation  which  has  been  af¬ 
forded  the  people  of  the  United  States. 
The  people  of  one  section  were  able  to 
become  acquainted  with  the  people  of 
other  sections. 


Mi’.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  yield  for  a 
unanimous-consent  request? 

Mi’.  STENNIS.  I  yield,  with  the  un¬ 
derstanding  that  I  do  not  thereby  lose 
the  floor. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico,  who  has  made 
such  an  able  and  eloquent  address  on 
this  bill,  objected  a  short  time  ago  to 
perhaps  recessing  over  Saturday.  I  am 
wondering  whether  it  will  be  agreeable 
to  the  Senator  that  we  remain  here  to¬ 
night  until  all  those  who  desire  to  make 
speeches  in  connection  with  the  road  bill 
have  an  opportunity  of  doing  so,  and 
that  the  Senate  then  recess  until  Monday 
so  that  Senators  may  catch  up  on  their 
mail  and  other  matters  requiring  their 
attention  in  their  offices. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  know  that  is  per¬ 
fectly  fine,  but  I  am  serious  about  this 
road  bill. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  know  the  Senator 
is  serious  about  it;  so  am  I. 

Mi’.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  extremely  serious 
about  the  road  bill,  and  I  want  it  dis¬ 
cussed  so  that  Senators  may  at  least  feel 
that  they  can  vote  intelligently. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Of  course. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  At  this  particular  mo¬ 
ment,  I  withhold  my  answer  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator.  I  want  to  see  what  happens  later 
on.  I  want  every  Senator  who  wants  to 
discuss  the  bill  to  have  an  opportunity 
of  doing  so. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Of  course,  I  would 
want  the  same  thing,  but  I  am  wonder¬ 
ing  whether,  if  that  has  been  accom¬ 
plished  by  7  or  8  o’clock  tonight,  we  might 
again  take  up  the  matter  of  the  Saturday 
recess,  to  enable  Senators  to  get  their 
work  done  in  their  offices. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  At  that  particular  time 
I  might  not  object  to  such  a  request,  but 
at  this  time  I  object. 


Mr.  President,  in  concluding  my  re¬ 
marks,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  a 
summary  of  the  amounts  carried  in  the 
pending  bill  compared  with  current  au¬ 
thorizations. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 


Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
be  very  brief  in  what  I  say,  and  I  shall 
confine  myself  to  a  factual  statement 
with  reference  to  one  particular  phase 
of  the  pending  bill.  I  am  a  member  of 
the  Public  Works  Committee  and  I  had 
the  advantage  of  attending  a  great  num¬ 
ber  of  the  hearings,  although  not  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  subcommittee.  It  is  my  de¬ 
liberate  conclusion  that  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan],  and 
the  members  of  his  subcommittee,  as 
well  as  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
and  the  other  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  have  done  a  most  excellent  job  in 
connection  with  a  far-reaching  program 
which  affects  every  State,  and  every  area 
of  every  State  in  the  entire  Nation. 
After  hearing  some  of  the  testimony,  I 
was  tremendously  impressed  with  the 
terrific  impact  of  modern  traffic  through¬ 
out  the  length  and  breadth  of  the  land, 
and  the  enormous  additional  costs 
thereby  entailed.  More  and  more  traf¬ 
fic  is  being  served.  I  understand  that 
49,000,000  vehicles  will  be  on  our  high¬ 
ways  at  the  end  of  this  year,  according 
to  an  estimate  based  on  the  normal  pace 
of  things,  including  continued  gasoline- 
tax  collections  and  other  factors  which 
show  an  enormous  increase.  This  is  one 
program  of  the  Government,  which  is 
more  than  paying  its  way,  because  the 
Federal  revenue  from  gasoline  taxes, 
plus  taxes  on  motor  oil  and  on  a  number 
of  other  items  exceed  $1,300,000,000. 
That  is  approximately  the  latest  figure. 

I  shall  speak  briefly  with  reference  to 
the  secondary-highway  fund.  I  think 
it  has  been  greatly  misunderstood,  par¬ 
ticularly  as  it  is  reflected  in  the  pending 
bill.  I  first  desire  to  call  attention  to  a 
table  which  was  placed  in  the  Record 
a  few  moments  ago  by  the  junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida.  The  charge  is  made 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  that  this,  after 


Summary  of  amounts  in  H.  R.  7941  compared  with  current  authorisation 


Current,  au¬ 
thorization 
(1948  act) 

-H.  K.  7041 

As  passed 
by  House 

As  recom¬ 
mended 
by  Senate 
committee 

Cuts 

Federal-aid  systems: 

$202, 500, 000 
135, 000, 000 
112, 500,  000 

$225, 000, 000 
150, 000, 000 
125, 000, 000 
70, 000,  000 
20, 000, 000 
17, 500, 000 
10,000,000 
13, 000, 000 
6. 000, 000 
10, 000,  000 

$225, 000, 000 
175, 000, 000 
125,000,000 

0 

20, 000, 000 
20,000,000 
10,000,000 
13,000,000 
6, 000,  000 
8, 000, 000 
6, 000, 000 
2, 000, 000 
10,000,000 
3. 500, 000 

6, 000,000 
(') 

$25,000,000 

Interstate  system . . . . 

70, 000, 000 

Forest  highways _ _ _ _ 

20, 000.  000 
17,  500, 000 
10, 000, 000 
10, 000,  000 
6, 000,  000 

Forest  roads  and  trails . . . . 

4, 000, 000 
2,000,000 
2,000,000 
2, 000, 000 
15, 000, 000 

Total . . . . . 

613, 500, 000 

646,  500, 000 

628, 500,  000 

120, 000, 000 

1  Included  in  secondary  funds. 


12968 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


August  18 


all,  is  merely  a  conspiracy  and  a  grab 
on  the  part  of  certain  States  at  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  other  States.  I  do  not  believe 
that  that  thought  entered  the  mind  of 
a  single  member  of  the  committee.  A 
further  charge  has  been  made  that  the 
so-called  poorer  areas  are  not  paying 
their  part  or  are  not  taxing  themselves 
sufficiently. 

I  notice  there  are  but  five  States  in 
the  United  States  which  have  a  gasoline 
tax  of  7  cents  a  galjon.  One  of  them  is 
the  State  of  Florida ;  another  is  the  State 
of  Kentucky;  the  third  is  Mississippi; 
the  fourth  is  North  Carolina;  and  the 
fifth  in  Tennessee.  They  are  the  States 
which  have  the  highest  taxes  on  gaso¬ 
line.  They  are  State-imposed  taxes. 
Those  States  are  in  the  very  area  which 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  was  charging 
with  being  the  archconspirators. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  If  there  is  any  greater 
need  for  rural  roads  in  the  South  than 
there  is  in  my  section  of  the  country,  I 
am  glad  to  know  it.  I  thought  we  were 
in  the  worst  position  in  that  respect.  Is 
it  not  true  that  the  rural-road  section  of 
the  bill  was  supported  by  the  three  major 
farm  organizations? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  There  are  five 
States,  I  believe,  which  have  a  7-cent 
gasoline  tax.  How  many  have  a  tax  of  6 
cents  or  more  a  gallon?  My  State  has 
a  gasoline  tax  of  6V2  cents. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  That  is  correct.  Ar¬ 
kansas  is  listed  as  having  a  tax  on  gaso¬ 
line  of  6V2  cents  a  gallon.  Going  on 
down  the  line,  I  find  that  Colorado  has 
a  6-cent  tax,  and  I  find  that  the  State 
of  Georgia  also  has  a  7-cent  tax.  Mis¬ 
sissippi  is  listed  as  having  a  gasoline  tax 
of  6  cents,  but  that  tax  has  been  in¬ 
creased  since  March  1, 1950,  and  it  is  now 
7  cents.  Mississippi  has  inaugurated  a 
secondary-road  program  and  has  im¬ 
posed  additional  taxes,  even  on  beer. 
Not  one  cent  of  the  revenue  from  gaso¬ 
line  in  Mississippi  goes  into  the  gen¬ 
eral  revenue  fund.  It  is  all  used  for 
roads  and  for  highways. 

I  notice,  Mr.  President,  that  Louisiana 
is  listed  as  having  a  tax  of  9  cents  a  gallon 
on  gasoline.  Oklahoma  has  a  tax  of  6  lk 
cents.  I  also  find  that  New  Mexico  has  a 
gasoline  tax  of  7  cents. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  What  are  the  gaso¬ 
line  taxes  in  Oregon  and  Illinois? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Oregon  has  a  gasoline 
tax  of  6  cents,  whereas  Illinois  has  a  tax 
of  3  cents  on  gasoline.  I  repeat  that,  Mr. 
President.  Illinois  has  a  tax  on  gasoline 
of  only  3  cents  a  gallon. 

In  connection  with  the  enormous  cost 
of  highway  construction,  let  me  invite 
the  attention  of  the  Senate  to  the  tre¬ 
mendous  increases  in  the  revenue  com¬ 
ing  from  Federal  gasoline  taxes  and  the 
taxes  on  motor  oil  and  automobile  tires. 

In  1946,  which  was  the  first  year  fol¬ 
lowing  the  war,  the  total  income  was,  in 
round  figures,  $883,257,000.  In  1947  it 
had  increased  to  $1,142,680,000.  In  1948, 
it  was  $1,279,283,000.  In  1949,  it  was 


$1,392,418,000.  So,  even  if  there  is  an 
ascending  cost  in  this  program,  there  is 
a  corresponding  increase  in  revenue  per¬ 
taining  to  our  highways. 

Mr.  President,  the  provision  regarding 
secondary  highways,  in  the  pending  bill 
as  reported  by  the  Senate  committee  is 
almost  entirely  within  the  scope  and  the 
plan  of  the  present  law.  A  hue  and  cry 
has  gone  out  through  the  land  that  the 
committee  has  so  geared  it  as  to  put  all 
the  Federal  money  into  rural  roads.  It 
has  been  represented  to  the  people  that 
this  is  a  great  change  in  the  program, 
that  we  are  getting  away  from  what  has 
ordinarily  been  the  program. 

Mr.  President,  a  letter  came  into  my 
hands  in  connection  with  this  bill  while 
the  hearings  were  in  progress.  The  let¬ 
ter  was  written  by  the  mayor  of  a  city. 
He  was  interested  in  the  urban-highway 
fund,  as  he  had  a  right  to  be,  provision 
for  which  was  unanimously  supported 
by  the  committee.  He  was  writing  a 
fellow  mayor  and  saying,  “The  thing  we 
are  up  against  in  the  United  States  Sen¬ 
ate  is  that  there  is  a  group  of  rural  Sen¬ 
ators  that  do  net  have  any  sympathy 
with  the  urban-highway  program.” 

That  was  a  circular  letter,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  which  went  all  over  the  Nation. 
It  is  purely  imagination.  I  think  a 
great  many  of  the  objections  raised  up 
on  the  floor  are  merely  the  result  of 
someone’s  imagination.  There  is  not  a 
scintilla  of  sentiment  of  the  kind  de¬ 
scribed.  The  writer  of  the  letter  men¬ 
tioned  me  by  name,  saying  that  I  was 
one  of  the  obstacles  to  be  overcome  in 
trying  to  get  funds  for  urban  roads.  I 
strongly  support  the  urban-road  fund. 
It  is  sountl.  I  do  not  think  any  member 
of  the  committee  had  any  other  thought. 

In  1936  Congress  established,  for  the 
first  time,  a  special  fund  for  secondary 
highways.  I  wish  to  read  the  language 
which  was  used  under  which  such  sec¬ 
ondary  highways  have  been  successfully 
operating,  except  in  one  major  particu¬ 
lar.  We  think  that  far  too  much  of  the 
money  in  the  secondary-road  fund  has 
been  used  to  build  a  few  miles  of  highly 
expensive  roads.  That  varies  in  the  dif¬ 
ferent  States.  I  think  the  committee  is 
virtually  unanimous  in  the  belief  that 
the  money  was  originally  intended  to 
build  down  to  a  lower  level  than  that  of 
the  main  highways  or  the  secondary 
highways,  unless  States  had  special  sit¬ 
uations  pertaining  to  the  program.  The 
money  should  be  used  on  high-type 
roads.  That  is  taken  care  of  in  the 
way  the  bill  is  written. 

Going  back  to  1936,  I  shall  trace  the 
history  very  briefly  as  to  what  the  law 
provided.  After  authorizing  $25,000, 
000,  the  law  provides: 

Provided,  That  the  sums  herein  author¬ 
ized  shall  he  applied  to  secondary  or  feeder 
roads,  including  farm-to-market  roads,  rural 
free  delivery  mail  roads,  and  public-school 
bus  routes. 

That  is  the  language  of  the  original 
Act  of  1936.  What  kind  of  public  school 
bus  routes  were  being  mentioned?  The 
public -school  bus  routes  that  travel  the 
primary  highways?  Of  course  not. 
The  debates  in  the  House  show  that 
roads  on  the  county  level  were  under 
consideration.  The  Members  of  the 


House  were  talking  about  trying  to  get 
the  farmer  out  of  the  mud.  That  is  the 
whole  point  of  the  language;  and  that 
was  true. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  El- 
lender  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  The  Senator  spoke  of  the 
county  level.  The  county  level  does  not 
reach  down  to  get  the  farmer  out  of  the 
mud,  so  to  speak.  It  is  the  township 
roads  that  do  that  in  the  northern  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  United  States.  In  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  section  of  the  country  they  may  be 
referred  to  as  parish  roads,  or  some  such 
local  unit.  In  the  northern  section  of 
the  United  States  they  are  referred  to 
as  township  roads.  They  are  roads 
which  do  not  receive  gasoline-tax  funds 
except  as  the  county  board  may  desig¬ 
nate  a  certain  specific  road  or  so  many 
miles  of  road  to  receive  gas-tax  aid. 
That  is  the  way  it  operates  in  the  State 
of  Minnesota.  The  little  township  road 
is  constructed  on  the  basis  of  the  tax 
which  can  be  levied  upon  the  property 
within  the  township,  and  that  is  the 
only  source  of  revenue  for  such  construc¬ 
tion,  with  the  exception  of  a  small  bridge 
fund  which  may  come  from  the  State. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  Such  roads  would  be  eligible 
under  the  present  bill,  and  they  are 
already  eligible  under  the  present  law. 
Let  us  follow  the  successive  enactments. 
In  1944  the  fund  had  been  increased  to 
$150,000,000.  The  1944  law  states  the 
money  shall  be  spent  for  “principal 
secondary  and  feeder  roads,  including 
farm-to-market  roads,  rural  free  deliv¬ 
ery  mail  and  public-school  bus  routes, 
either  outside  of  municipalities  or  inside 
of  municipalities  of  less  than  5,000  pop¬ 
ulation.” 

That  is  virtually  the  same  language  as 
is  contained  in  the  1936  act. 

In  1948  the  same  provision  was  in  ef¬ 
fect.  It  is  carried  forward  with  this 
additional  proviso:  “the  term  ‘secondary 
and  feeder  roads’  and  the  term  ‘principal 
secondary  and  feeder  roads,’  whenever 
used  in. the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1944,  shall  include  county  and  township 
roads.” 

That  is  the  present  law.  My  main 
point  is  that  to  herald  the  amendment 
as  branching  out  into  a  new  program, 
and  therefore  bad,  is  an  unsound  argu¬ 
ment.  The  basis  for  the  amendment  is 
found  in  the  present  law.  It  is  a  system 
which  has  worked  fairly  well  with  the 
one  exception  that  the  highway  com¬ 
missions,  with  all  due  deference  to  them, 
have  used  the  money  to  a  large  extent 
in  building  a  few  miles  of  very  expensive 
road,  and  the  groups  in  such  communi¬ 
ties  for  whom  the  program  was  originally 
intended,  as  expressly  provided  in  the 
act,  are  still  left  without  the  benefit  of 
the  money  which  is  being  appropriated 
for  them,  and  also  without  the  benefit 
of  the  leadership,  technical  skill,  under¬ 
standing,  and  planning  which  would 
come  to  them  from  a  program  carried 
out  in  cooperation  with  the  Federal  Gov- 
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eminent,  which  would  tend  to  give  them 
the  advantage  of  engineering  skill. 

There  is  in  the  bill  a  section  which 
provides  that  for  a  State  to  be  eligible 
for  secondary-road  funds  it  must  create 
within  its  State  highway  department  or 
commission  a  bureau  or  department  of 
public  roads,  which  in  turn  would  see  to 
it  that  the  counties  have  the  benefit  of 
technical  and  engineering  skill.  That 
program  would  not  cost  the  Federal 
Government  one  penny.  I  believe  it 
would  prove  to  be  one  of  the  most  far- 
reaching  things  ever  done  in  the  Halls 
of  Congress,  so  far  as  relieving  the  sit¬ 
uation  in  which  the  rural  people  find 
themselves  with  reference  to  their  roads. 
They  have  spent  large  sums  of  money  on 
their  roads,  but  they  simply  do  not  get 
the  results  they  should  obtain  because 
the  program  is  not  properly  or  scientifi¬ 
cally  planned,  and  the  money  is  not  judi¬ 
ciously  spent.  I  say  that  with  all  due 
deference  to  the  boards  of  supervisors. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  The  able  Senator  from 
Mississippi  has  spoken  of  technical  serv¬ 
ice  on  the  county  level.  As  I  am  familiar 
with  the  subject,  the  counties  have  engi¬ 
neering  and  technical  staffs  which  deal 
with  county  highways.  I  believe  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  had  in  mind 
the  township  or  smallest  local  govern¬ 
mental  unit  which  deals  with  highway 
construction  and  bridge  construction. 
In  my  section  of  the  United  States  the 
smallest  unit  would  be  the  township 
unit.  That  is  the  very  smallest  form  of 
local  governmental  body.  The  counties 
have  their  engineers  and  technical  staffs. 
They  do  not  need  those  services  so  badly 
as  do  the  smallest  local  governmental 
units. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  So  far  as  engineering 
skill  is  concerned,  we  are  attempting  to 
require  over  the  years — not  immediate¬ 
ly — that  such  engineering  skill  shall  be 
provided.  We  do  not  go  beyond  the 
county  level,  the  assumption  being  that 
if  the  county  has  engineering  facilities 
all  units  of  the  county  will  in  some  way 
get  the  benefit  of  it.  The  bill  attempts 
to  tie  it  definitely  into  the  State  high¬ 
way  commission  by  requiring  them  to  see 
that  the  small  units  will  have  the  benefit 
of  engineering  skill.  We  were  told  by 
many  witnesses  that  when  rural  road 
departments  are  created  within  the 
State  highway  commissions  they  have 
made  every  difference  in  the  world,  be¬ 
cause  there  is  someone  charged  with  the 
primary  responsibility  of  looking  after 
that  matter,  making  proper  contacts 
with  county  officials,  and  finally  being 
able  to  evolve  a  program  in  the  counties 
which  will  take  care  of  the  problem  on 
the  township  and  county  levels.  The 
provision  in  the  bill  on  this  subject  does 
not  impose  an  expense  on  the  Federal 
Government.  It  merely  does  now  in 
1950  what  we  did  in  1916  in  regard  to  the 
primary  systems,  when  he  required  that 
a  State,  in  order  to  be  eligible  for  Fed¬ 
eral  aid,  would  have  to  create  a  State 
highway  department,  which  would  have 
authority  and  jurisdiction  over  the 
State’s  highways.  We  are  trying  to  re¬ 


quire  the  setting  up  of  a  rural  division 
within  the  department.  It  is  not  man¬ 
datory,  but  it  would  be  required  if  they 
wished  to  come  under  this  program. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  would  be  interested  in 
learning  that  in  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  a  section  is  devoted  to  roads  of 
this  type.  Incidentally,  the  head  of  that 
section  is  Mr.  Leonard,  who  was  a  former 
county  engineer  in  the  State  of  Minne¬ 
sota. 

Mr.  THYE.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mi’.  STENNIS.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  THYE.  If  I  may  be  permitted  to 
brag  for  a  moment,  I  should  like  to  say 
that  Minnesota  has  one  of  the  finest  rep¬ 
utations  of  any  State  in  the  Union  when 
it  comes  to  highway  construction.  That 
was  largely  due  to  Mr.  Babcock’s  efforts, 
because  Mr.  Babcock  was  the  man  who 
conceived  the  hard-surface  road  con¬ 
struction  and  the  State  raised  the  funds 
which  paid  for  them. 

In  Minnesota  we  have  a  splendid  State 
highway  system.  We  have  had  excellent 
county  highway  planning  and  construc¬ 
tion.  We  have  a  splendid  network  of 
highways  throughout  the  State.  How¬ 
ever,  my  concern  is  with  the  local  gov¬ 
ernmental  bodies  known  in  my  State  as 
township  units.  They  are  entirely  de¬ 
pendent  for  revenue  on  the  real  estate 
located  within  the  township,  so  far  as 
funds  for  road  construction  are  con¬ 
cerned.  Today  with  the  heavy  traffic, 
with  the  big  milk  trucks,  school  busses, 
and  large  vehicles  passing  over  the  roads, 
hauling  grain  and  livestock,  particularly 
when  county  roads  are  posted  in  the 
spring  when  the  frost  is  going  out,  oft- 
times  township  roads  are  carrying  the 
bulk  of  the  heavy  loads,  because  the 
county  roads  and  even  State  roads  are 
denied  to  the  trucker. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  If  the  Senator  will 
pardon  me,  while  I  appreciate  very  much 
his  contribution,  I  had  promised  some 
other  Senators  that  I  would  be  very  brief 
so  as  to  give  them  a  chance  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
having  permitted  me  to  make  my  com¬ 
ments  about  the  road  program.  There 
is  need  to  discuss  the  subject  on  the 
township  level. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
the  Senator  is  entirely  correct.  The  word 
“township”  is  used  in  a  1948  act,  and 
certainly  is  not  left  out. 

I  shall  conclude  by  calling  special  at¬ 
tention  to  page  13  of  the  bill,  the  para¬ 
graph  lettered  “(b)”  in  line  10,  which 
pi’ovides,  as  now  it  would  be  amended 
by  the  Senate  committee  amendment, 
$175,000,000,  “for  projects  as  set  forth  in 
paragraph  (b)  of  section  3  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944. 

That  expressly  ties  this  program  in 
with  the  present  program.  There  can 
be  no  mistake  whatsoever  about  that. 
It  is  not  an  innovation ;  there  is  nothing 
new  about  it. 

In  order  to  draw  a  finer  bead  on  the 
expenditure  of  the  money,  and  force 
more  of  it  down  to  a  level  where  it  was 
originally  intended,  in  1936,  we  inserted 
this  provision: 
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Said  funds  shall  be  expended  only  on  local 
rural  roads — 

That  term  is  already  in  the  bill — 
or  country  roads,  or  roads  of  the  county- 
road  class — 

The  word  “township”  is  not  used,  but 
it  certainly  is  included — 
with  types  of  construction  that  can  be 
maintained  at  reasonable  cost  to  provide 
reasonable  all-year  service — 

That  clause  was  written  by  the  engi¬ 
neers — 

and  the  projects  for  construction  shall  be 
selected  by  the  State  highway  departments 
and  by  the  appropriate  local  officials  with 
respect  to  their  areas  in  cooperation  with 
each  other. 

The  Federal  Government  is  not  going 
to  originate  the  projects.  They  are  go¬ 
ing  to  be  originated  by  the  State  high¬ 
way  commissions,  as  heretofore,  except 
that  though  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ments  have  not  always  been  letting  the 
local  authorities  in  on  the  selection  of 
some  of  the  projects — and  the  local  au¬ 
thorities  are  going  to  put  up  half  the 
money  as  heretofore — the  bill  requires 
that  they  shall  act  together  in  selecting 
the  projects.  If  they  do  not  agree  on 
anything,  there  will  not  be  any  projects 
in  the  area;  but  as  a  matter  of  practice 
they  always  get  together. 

I  read  on.  We  thought  the  term 
“Nation-wide”  in  application  might  not 
fit  all  States,  and  it  will  not,  so  this 
is  the  escape  hatch: 

Provided,  That  if  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  of  any  State  with  the  concurrence  of 
the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  shall  find 
on  a  factual  basis  and  so  certify  that  in  said 
State  it  will  be  impracticable  to  expend  said 
funds,  or  a  specified  percentage  thereof,  that 
have  been  allotted  to  said  State,  on  said 
class  or  classes  of  roads,  then  such  percent¬ 
age  of  said  funds  allotted  to  that  State  as 
may  be  so  certified  may  be  expended  on 
other  secondary  roads  or  secondary  high¬ 
ways,  including  State  highways,  in  said 
State. 

That  takes  care  of  a  State  such  as 
Massachusetts;  it  takes  care  of  a  State 
such  as  Rhode  Island,  where  there  is 
no  county  road  plan,  it  might  be  said, 
and  no  rural  road  problem. 

In  such  a  situation  as  that  on  cer¬ 
tification  by  the  State  highway  commis¬ 
sion,  which  would  certainly  be  concurred 
in  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads, 
all  or  any  part  of  the  money  to  be  spent 
on  highways,  including  the  State  high¬ 
ways,  would  be  released.  Or  if  an  area 
in  one  State  had  such  a  condition,  on 
proper  certification,  the  money  would  be 
released  for  any  type  of  highway,  more¬ 
over,  if  peculiar  financing  of  highways 
in  any  particular  State  made  it  reason¬ 
able,  where  50  percent  of  the  money  was 
supposed  to  be  used  on  certain  State 
highways  and  50  percent  on  the  basis 
provided,  if  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Roads  concurred — and  he  certainly  is 
not  arbitrary  about  it — they  could  spend 
50,  or  40,  or  75  percent,  whatever  they 
might  agree  on,  on  high-priced  roads, 
or  even  major  secondary  State  highways. 

Mr.  President,  this  section  is  based 
largely  on  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Mac¬ 
Donald,  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Roads,  a  man  of  long,  outstanding, 
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splendid  service  as  administrator  of  our 
highway  system,  a  man  who  has  the  re¬ 
spent  and  confidence  of  his  associates, 
and  of  the  State  highway  departments. 
He  made  the  significant  statement  that 
more  of  this  money  should  go  down  to 
the  county  level.  He  said,  speaking  to 
the  committee,  “Gentlemen,  that  is  not 
a  very  popular  position.”  I  have  learned 
since  then — and  I  say  this  with  all  def¬ 
erence  to  the  State  highway  commis¬ 
sioners — that  really  the  situation  is  that 
they  would  rather  continue  to  have  more 
complete  control  of  the  money.  That  is 
natural.  But  if  in  their  judgment  it  is 
unsound  for  the  money  to  be  spent  along 
the  fines  I  have  outlined,  all  they  have 
to  do  is  to  certify  to  it,  and  let  their  peo¬ 
ple  know  about  it.  They  would  be  will¬ 
ing  to  certify  to  it  before  the  people  of 
their  home  States,  and  that  would  re¬ 
lease  the  money  for  these  purposes. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota. 

Mr,  YOUNG.  Is  it  not  true  that  the 
distinguished  junior  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Douglas]  forgets  one  major 
fact,  that  much  cf  the  travel,  or  the 
major  part  of  the  travel,  on  rural  roads 
is  in  the  hauling  of  produce  to  the  mar¬ 
ket?  When  we  can  decrease  the  cost  of 
hauling  food  products  to  the  market  by 
better  roads,  the  consumer  gets  just  as 
much  benefit  as  the  farmer  himself  gets. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Absolutely.  In  that 
connection,  although  we  find  all  kinds  of 
statistics  with  respect  to  the  road  pro¬ 
gram,  the  national  statistics  show  that 
63  percent  of  all  rural  traffic  has  been 
found  by  a  survey  to  be  essential  to  the 
war  effort,  v/hereas  only  52  percent  of 
city  traffic,  as  I  recall  the  figure,  was 
shown  to  be  essential  to  the  war  effort. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  emphasize  that 
this' matter  is  based  in  large  part  on  Mr. 
MacDonald’s  testimony,  and  this  proviso 
has  the  approval  of  an  outstanding  engi¬ 
neer  of  Texas  who  is  the  president  of 
the  American  Association  of  State  High¬ 
way  Officials.  By  telephone  he  helped 
write  it.  He  has  been  to  my  office  since 
then.  He  approves  it,  and  he  has  written 
a  letter  to  all  the  highway  officials  of  the 
different  States  recommending  that  this 
bill  be  passed  in  substantially  the  form 
in  which  it  came  from  the  committee. 

I  also  wish  to  refer  to  an  outstanding 
engineer  , in  the  State  of  Iowa,  Mr.  White. 
By  the  way,  under  a  Federal  program  of 
rural  roads  which  really  has  tried  to 
reach  down  to  the  people,  the  one  single 
State  of  Iowa  has  9  percent  of  all  the 
Federal-aid  secondary  roads  and  high¬ 
ways  in  the  United  States.  Think  of 
that,  cne  relatively  small  State,  over  a 
period  cf  25  years,  has  built  the  mileage 
up  to  the  point  where  they  have  9  per¬ 
cent. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  El- 
lestoer  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  ±  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Is  it  not  true  that  the 
American  Association  of  State  Highway 
Officials  is  an  association  composed  of 
those  who  have  charge  of  the  program 


for  the  construction  of  roads  in  their  in¬ 
dividual  States? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  And  is  it  not  true  that 
that  association  as  a  whole,  whether  it 
be  the  members  from  Oregon  or  from 
any  other  State,  recommends  this  bill? 
Incidentally,  Mr.  Budlock  was  the  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  association  up  to  a  year  ago. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  The  bill  has  had  the  very  careful 
consideration  of  a  number  of  different 
viewpoints,  and  it  stands  the  test,  and 
is  here  on  the  recommendation  of  these 
officials. 

All  Senators  received  a  letter  from  the 
Chamber  of  Commerce  of  the  United 
States  highly  critical  of  the  secondary 
road  feature  of  the  bill.  I  did  not  have 
time  to  answer  the  letter,  but  the  fact 
is  that  the  man  who  wrote  the  letter 
was  writing  about  section  12  of  the  bill 
as  it  was  originally  introduced,  a  section 
which  never  was  adopted,  and  is  not  in 
the  bill.  Here  we  find  a  letter  dealing 
with  secondary  highways  which  in  its 
entirety  is  a  criticism  of  old  section  12, 
which  the  committee  did  not  adopt. 
That  shows  how  Members  of  the  Senate 
can  be  misled.  I  do  not  say  that  some¬ 
one  is  trying  willfully  to  mislead  Sena¬ 
tors.  But  someone  simply  is  not  in¬ 
formed,  arid  puts  out  misstatements  of 
fact.  That  letter,  so  far  as  secondary 
roads  is  concerned,  is  not  based  on  the 
bill  as  it  came  from  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  used  considerable 
time  in  making  my  statement.  I  have 
tried  to  make  a  factual  statement.  I 
shall  be  glad  to  furnish  such  information 
as  I  have  on  the  subject  matter  of  the 
bill  to  Senators  who  may  desire  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  send  to  the  desk  a 
copy  of  a  letter  recently  received  from 
Mr.  Clarence  R.  Miles,  representing  the 
Chamber  of  Commerce  of  the  United 
States,  and  my  reply  thereto,  each  of 
which  I  ask  to  have  inserted  in  the  body 
of  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

of  the  United  States, 
Department  of  Governmental  Affairs, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  August  4,  1950. 
To  All  Members  of  the  United  States  Senate: 

The  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  the  United 
States  strongly  opposes  those  features  of 
the  proposed  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1950,  as  amended  by  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  that  would  channel  funds 
to  minor  rural  roads  of  purely  local  im¬ 
portance. 

We  believe  that  Federal  funds  can  be  used 
most  effectively  in  aiding  improvement  of 
major  routes.  This  is  perhaps  the  most  in¬ 
appropriate  time  in  our  country’s  history 
to  begin  experimenting  with  a  new,  expanded 
system  of  roads  eligible  for  Federal  aid. 

Therefore,  we  urge  that  the  application 
and  administration  of  secondary-system  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  funds  under  the  1950  act  be  kept 
the  same  as  under  the  1944  and  1948  acts. 

It  is  most  significant  that  the  very  county 
and  State  officials  charged  with  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  applying  these  funds  are  the  ones 
who  most  strongly  object  to  the  proposed 
change.  For  example,  Mr.  M.  W.  Forman  of 
the  National  Association  of  County  Officials, 
and  Mr.  D.  C.  Greer,  president,  American 
Association  of  State  Highway  Officials,  tes¬ 


tified  before  the  Senate  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  in  favor  of  continuing  the  present 
allocation  of  secondary  road  funds.  The 
Beard  of  County  Highway  Consultants  to 
the  United  States  Bureau  of  Public  Roads, 
appoint  to  advise  and  assist  the  bureau 
in  connection  with  the  secondary  roads  pro¬ 
gram,  stated  in  a  report : 

“The  most  effective  application  of  Federal- 
aid  secondary  funds  in  the  improvement  of 
local  roads  can  be  obtained  through  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  those  funds  on  the  principal 
secondary  mileage.  *  *  *  The  frame¬ 

work  cf  present  Federal-aid  secondary  legis¬ 
lation  provides  a  satisfactory  and  effective 
means  of  extending  Federal  aid  in  any 
amount  to  local  roads.” 

Others  also  actively  supporting  this  view¬ 
point  include  the  United  States  Department 
of  Commerce,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  the 
American  Trucking  Association  and  the  Na¬ 
tional  Grange. 

The  national  chamber  believes  that  the 
proposed  diversion  of  Federal  funds  to  purely 
local  loads  is  ill  advised,  because: 

1.  It  is  an  uneconomical  application  of 
funds.  Money  spent  on  major  intercounty 
reads  provides  greater  over-all  benefits. 

2.  Local  rural  roads  are  not  properly  a  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  the  Federal  Government.  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  should  be  extended  only  to  major 
routes  important  to  interstate  traffic  (except 
for  military  roads  and  Federal  land  roads). 

The  chamber  hopes  that  you  will  oppose 
the  local  rural  roads  provisions  of  H.  R.  7941 
as  amended,  when  this  bill  is  brought  before 
the  Senate. 

The  membership  of  the  national  chamber 
also  has  expressed  strong  opposition  to  the 
proposed  increase  of  the  Federal  share  of 
matching  funds  to  75  percent  on  the  inter¬ 
state  system.  We  have  supported  this  policy 
in  testimony  before  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  as  have  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  and  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 
Others,  including  highway-user  organiza¬ 
tions,  the  National  Grange,  and  State  high¬ 
way  officials,  also  support  this  policy. 

Our  reasons  for  opposing  increases  in  Fed¬ 
eral  share  of  expenditures  are: 

1.  It  would  require  extra  Federal  money  to 
make  up  part  of  the  State’s  share. 

2.  There  is  no  real  justification  for  prefer¬ 
ential  treatment  of  any  segment  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  system. 

3.  The  change  opens  the  door  for  a  Federal- 
aid  highway  program  completely  financed  by 
the  Federal  Government. 

The  national  chamber  urges  that  you  sup¬ 
port  retention  of  the  50-50  formula. 
Cordially  yours, 

Clarence  R.  Miles, 

Manager. 

United  States  Senate, 

Committee  on  Public  Works, 

August  15,  1950. 

Mr.  Clarence  R.  Miles, 

Manager,  Department  of  Governmental 
Affairs,  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  the 
United  States,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Miles:  Your  recent  letter  to  the 
United  States  Senate  membership  necessarily 
refers  to  sections  1  (b)  and  2  of  H.  R.  7941 
as  it  came  from  the  Senate  Public  Works 
Committee.  These  are  the  only  sections  deal¬ 
ing  with  policy  questions  on  secondary  high¬ 
way  funds. 

With  all  personal  deference  to  you,  you  are 
either  uninformed  on  the  substance  of  these 
provisions  or  you  have  been  misled  as  to  their 
meaning.  In  either  case,  your  letter  is  mis¬ 
leading. 

Instead  of  being  an  experiment  into  a  new, 
expanded  system  of  roads  eligible  for  Federal 
aid  as  you  contend,  the  above  sections  are 
entirely  within  the  general  framework  of  our 
present  law  as  regards  secondary  highways. 
Regarding  the  use  of  secondary  funds,  the 
Highway  Act  passed  14  years  ago,  in  1936, 
provides:  “The  sums  authorized  shall  be  ap- 
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plied  to  secondary  or  feeder  roads,  including 
farm-to-market  roads,  rural  free  delivery  mail 
roads,  and  public  school  bus  routes,  and  the 
debate  shows  clearly  that  the  rural  free  de¬ 
livery  mail  roads  and  public  school  bus 
routes  referred  to  were  certainly  not  mail 
roads  and  bus  routes  that  were  located  .on 
the  primary  highways,  but  rather  those  on 
the  unimproved  county  roads. 

Further,  as  to  the  use  of  secondary  funds, 
the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1944  provides: 
"secondary  and  feeder  roads"  means  “roads 
In  rural  areas,  including  farm-to-market 
roads,  rural  mail  routes,  and  school  bus 
routes,  and  not  on  the  Federal-aid  system.’’ 
The  1948  Federal-Aid  Act  brings  these  pro¬ 
visions  forward  and  expressly  states  that  the 
definition  of  secondary  feedei-roads  shall  in¬ 
clude  county  and  township  roads.  The  sole 
purpose  of  the  above-numbered  sections  of 
the  act  of  1950  is  to  channel  this  money  to 
roads  of  the  county  level  as  the  previous  legis¬ 
lation  clearly  shows  it  was  originally  in¬ 
tended,  and  thus  stop  the  present  practice 
in  some  States  of  using  all  of  this  money  on 
a  very  few  miles  of  very  expensive  highways. 

In  your  letter  you  say  in  effect  that  Hon. 
D.  C.  Greer,  president,  American  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  State  Highway  Officials,  opposes 
sections  1(b)  and  2.  This  is  not  true.  Mr. 
Greer  approves  these  sections,  was  consulted 
in  their  drafting,  came  by  my  office  last 
week,  and  has  also  written  a  letter  to  the 
State  highway  departments  asking  their  co¬ 
operation  in  the  passage  of  the  Senate  bill. 

Your  statement  that  says  in  effect  that 
the  united  States  Department  of  Commerce 
opposes  these  provisions  of  the  bill  is  not 
true.  Hon.  Thomas  H.  MacDonald,  our 
valued  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads,  cer¬ 
tainly  speaks  for  the  United  States  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce  in  highway  legislation. 
He  gave  valuable  testimony  before  the  com¬ 
mittee,  upon  which  sections  1  (b)  and  2 
are  largely  drafted,  and  gave  as  his  opinion 
that  a  much  larger  percentage  of  said  funds 
should  be  channeled  to  the  county  level  class. 
(See  pp.  504  and  541  of  the  1950  Senate  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  Committee  hearing.-.)  Also,  Hon. 
F.  R.  White,  nationally  known  authority  on 
public  roads  and  highways,  and  presently 
chief  engineer  of  the  Iowa  State  Highway 
Commission,  has  expressed  approval  of  these 
sections. 

As  to  the  county  officials,  I  have  not  had 
a  chance  to  contact  Mr.  M.  W.  Forman  whom 
you  mentioned,  but  in  my  opinion  these  sec¬ 
tions  are  entirely  in  line  with  his  testimony, 
as  the  sections  are  within  the  general  frame¬ 
work  of  the  present  law.  At  the  hearings, 
Mr.  L.  W.  Newcomer  and  Mr.  Ben  T.  Collier, 
county  officials  and  engineers,  gave  testimony 
upon  which  these  sections  were  later  in  part 
drafted.  I  have  unqualified  endorsement  in 
my  files  for  these  sections  by  the  National 
Farm  Bureau  Federation  and  the  National 
Milk  Producers  Federation. 

All  in  all,  your  criticism  seems  to  be  di¬ 
rected  at  section  12  of  S.  3424,  which  was 
brought  forward  in  the  Senate  version  of 
H.  R.  7941. 

The  over-all  effect  of  your  letter  is  to  try 
to  overturn  the  definite  policy  established 
by  the  Highway  Act  of  1936  and  subsequent 
acts,  and  leave  all  agricultural  areas  of  the 
country  entirely  out  of  the  Federal-aid  pro¬ 
gram,  except  those  actually  adjacent  to  the 
principal  highways.  I  also  note  that  the 
Chamber  of  Commerce  of  the  United  States 
had  a  witness  appear  at  the  Senate  hearings 
on  this  bill  (see  p.  12  of  the  Senate  Public 
Works  Committee  hearings  on  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950).  This  witness  did 
not  oppose  funds  in  the  bill  for  urban  high¬ 
ways,  nor  for  the  primary  highways,  nor  for 
the  secondary  highways  as  now  used,  but 
regarding  the  section  dealing  exclusively  with 
rural  roads,  he  denounced  it  as  "just  plain 
national  socialism.” 


I  also  think  it  pertinent  to  point  out  that 
your  witness  there  said  that  he  represented 
"the  oil  interests,  the  bus  and  truck  inter¬ 
ests,  automobile  interests — and  I  may  add, 
Insurance  interests  and  also  highway  road 
contracting  interests — and  of  course,  many 
private  owners  of  automobiles.”  It  is  clear 
that  neither  you  nor  your  witness  nor  your 
association  is  thinking  of  those  people  who 
live  in  agricultural  communities  away  from 
the  arterial  highways.  It  would  be  interest¬ 
ing  to  note  here  that  during  the  last  war, 
from  a  defense  standpoint,  67  percent  of  all 
farm  car  travel  was  found  to  be  essential, « 
whereas  only  53  percent  of  the  automobile 
travel  of  other  classes  was  considered  essen¬ 
tial,  thus  showing  that  farm-to-market  roads 
are  the  supply  line  of  our  Nation  as  to  farm 
products. 

I  call  your  attention  again  to  the  fact  that 
sections  1  (b)  and  2  are  within  the  frame¬ 
work  of  the  present  system  of  Federal  pro¬ 
grams  for  the  use  of  secondary  funds;  that 
no  new  mileage  is  added  to  the  system,  and 
the  handling  of  specifications  is  left  as  here¬ 
tofore;  that  the  selection  of  the  projects  is 
left  with  local  and  State  authorities;  and 
the  method  of  matching  is  the  same.  Provi¬ 
sion  is  even  made  that  if  for  any  reason  in  any 
State  it  should  be  impractical  to  use  the 
funds  on  the  county  highway  level,  that  as 
much  as  ICO  percent  of  the  funds  can  be  used 
on  even  the  highest  type  and  most  expensive 
highways.  I  repeat,  these  provisions  of  the 
Highway  Act  of  1950  merely  make  clearer 
and  more  definite  the  expressed  purposes  of 
the  Federal-Aid  to  Highways  Act  of  1936  and 
subsequent  acts. 

As  your  letter  was  addressed  to  all  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  United  States  Senate,  I  am  going 
to  insert  a  copy  of  your  letter  in  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record,  together  with  a  copy  of 
my  reply,  all  for  the  information  of  the 
Members  of  the  Congress  and  the  people  of 
the  Nation  at  large. 

Very  truly  yours, 

John  C.  Stennis, 

United  States  Senator. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  also 
ask  to  have  inserted  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  copies  of  letters  recently  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  American  Farm  Bureau 
Federation  and  the  National  Milk  Pro¬ 
ducers  Association. 

There  being  no  objection,  hie  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows: 

American  Farm  Bureau  Federation, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  July  19,  1950. 
Hon.  John  C.  Stennis, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Stennis:  The  action  of  the 
Senate  Public  Works  Committee  in  providing 
for  use  of  secondary  highway  funds  on  local 
rural  roads  of  the  county  road  class  is  re¬ 
garded  as  a  desirable  step  in  the  long  cam¬ 
paign  of  farmers  and  rural  communities  for 
adequate  rural  roads. 

The  membership  of  the  American  Farm 
Bureau  Federation  firmly  believes  that  State 
and  local  governing  bodies  should  have  sole 
responsibility  for  determining  methods  of 
allocation  within  each  State,  as  well  as 
standards  and  specifications  for  rural  road 
construction. 

While  the  bill  does  not  go  as  far  as  we 
would  like  It  to  go  in  the  direction  of  giving 
more  responsibility  to  State  and  local  units 
of  government,  we  regard  it  as  a  substantial 
step  in  that  direction. 

Sincerely, 

Hugh  F.  Hall, 

Assistant  Legislative  Director,  Wash¬ 
ington  Office. 


National  Milk 
Producers  Federation, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  July  20,  1949. 
Hon.  John  C.  Stennis, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Stennis:  For  many  years  the 
National  Milk  Producers  Federation  has  been 
deeply  concerned  over  the  slow  progress  in 
the  improvement  of  roads  in  the  rural  areas 
of  our  Nation.  Although  commendable  work 
has  been  done  in  the  construction  of  primary 
and  some  secondary  roads  very  little  assist¬ 
ance  has  been  given  to  the  construction  of 
local  rural  roads — the  roads  over  which  the 
farmer  must  travel  to  get  to  the  principal 
roads. 

You  will  recall  that  we  presented  testi¬ 
mony  early  last  year  to  the  Subcommittee  on 
Roads  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Public 
Works  concerning  the  bills  S.  244  and  S.  1471. 
At  that  time  we  indicated  the  importance  of 
good  all-weather  rural  roads  to  the  American 
farmer  in  the  production  and  distribution  of 
agricultural  commodities,  pointing  out  that 
in  the  case  of  dairy  farmers  the  characteris¬ 
tics  of  milk  made  it  imperative  that  there 
must  be  no  delay  in  the  movement  from  the 
farm  to  assembly  points  or  processing  plants. 
In  our  testimony  we  emphasized  the  need  for 
legislation  providing  for  decentralized  au¬ 
thority  in  the  determination  of  standards 
and  specifications  of  local  rural  roads.  It 
was  our  opinion  that  the  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  as  contained  in  S.  244  and  S.  1471  offered 
a  solution  to  the  problem. 

We  were  hopeful  that  on  the  basis  of  the 
persuasive  evidence  presented  by  numerous 
witnesses  last  year  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  in  considering  the  bill  H.  R. 
7941,  would  incorporate  substantially  the 
provisions  of  the  former  bills.  We  regret  that 
the  committee  did  not  do  so  in  reporting  the 
bill  H.  R.  7941.  However,  we  are  of  the  opin¬ 
ion  that  the  provisions  of  section  1  (b)  of 
H.  R.  7941  is  an  acceptable  compromise  and 
will  make  it  possible  to  get  off  the  dead 
center  which  has  plagued  the  people  in  our 
rural  areas  in  the  development  of  an  all- 
weather,  year-around  system  of  local  rural 
roads. 

We  hope  that  enactment  of  the  proposed 
legislation  will  result  in  real  cooperation  by 
the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads,  the  vari¬ 
ous  State  highway  departments,  and  appro¬ 
priate  local  officials  in  the  selection  and  con¬ 
struction  of  good  local  rural  roads,  with 
standards  and  specifications  adapted  to  the 
need  for  which  the  roads  are  used. 

The  provision  of  section  1  (b)  is  a  step  in 
the  right  direction  and  we  are  in  support  of 
the  proposed  legislation  and  earnestly  urge 
its  adoption.  At  a  later  date,  should  the 
proposed  legislation  prove  inadequate  in  de¬ 
veloping  a  county  system  of  improved  roads 
which  will  really  serve  the  rural  areas  we 
will  again  urge  the  enactment  of  legislation 
along  the  lines  of  our  recommendations  made 
early  last  year. 

The  dairy  farmer  members  of  the  National 
Milk  Producers  Federation  are  appreciative 
of  the  sincere  efforts  made  by  you  and  others 
in  endeavoring  to  secure  the  enactment  of 
legislation  which  will  give  the  farmers  of  our 
Nation  the  type  of  roads  they  want  and  to 
which  they  are  entitled. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Chas.  W.  Holman, 

Secretary. 

DEFENSE  PRODUCTION  ACT  OF  1950 

Mr.  KERR  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me  to  make  a  brief 
statement? 

Mi'.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  an  analy¬ 
sis  given  to  me  by  the  legislative  ccrun- 
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sel  of  the  United  States  Senate  makes 
it  clear  that  the  pending  control  bill  does 
not  require  the  President  to  control 
wages  in  the  event  that  price  controls  are 
established. 

Mr.  Baruch  emphasized  in  his  testi¬ 
mony  before  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Currency  that  no  price  con¬ 
trol  plan  could  be  effective  unless  wage 
control  was  established  coincident  with 
price  control.  This  is  unquestionably 
true,  as  wages  constitute  a  very  large 
part  of  the  cost  of  all  manufactured  ar¬ 
ticles  and  agricultural  products. 

I  announced  my  support  of  price  ceil¬ 
ings  providing  wages  were  controlled 
simultaneously  with  prices.  This  the 
pending  bill  does  not  require  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  do,  and  is  so  worded  as  to  leave 
to  his  own  determination  whether  his 
failure  to  establish  wage  control  would 
constitute  an  undue  burden  upon  com¬ 
panies  producing  articles  upon  which  he 
places  price  ceilings. 

The  main  purpose  of  this  legislation  is 
to  prevent  inflation.  It  would  be  a  farce 
to  pass  a  bill  that  does  not  make  wage 
control  mandatory  when  price  controls 
are  established.  Such  a  course  would 
not  stop  inflation  and  may  result  very 
disastrously  to  our  economic  system. 

For  myself,  I  cannot  support  any  leg¬ 
islation  that  does  not  effectively  estab¬ 
lish  both  controls  coincident  one  with 
the  other.  I  am  fortified  in  this  opinion 
by  the  statement  from  the  legislative 
counsel  of  the  Senate. 

I  hope  on  Monday  the  Senate  will 
amend  the  bill  which  is  the  unfinished 
business  in  this  respect  and  further  pro¬ 
vide  for  a  definite  expiration  date  of 
July  1,  1951,  thus  enabling  a  review  by 
the  next  Congress. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  insert  in 
the  Record  as  a  part  of  my  remarks  a 
copy  of  the  analysis  of  Senate  bill  3936, 
as  prepared  at  my  request  by  the  Senate 
legislative  counsel. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  analysis 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Memorandum  for  Senator  Byrd  by  Mr. 

Stephen  E.  Rice  of  the  Legislative 

Counsel 

This  memorandum  discusses  the  extent  to 
which  price  and  wage  controls  are  tied  to¬ 
gether  in  S.  3936.  Price  and  wage  controls 
with  respect  to  industries  producing  or  han¬ 
dling  materials  important  to  the  national 
defense,  or  significantly  affecting  the  cost  of 
living,  are  authorized,  except  at  the  retail 
level,  hy  section  402  (b)  of  the  bill.  Price 
and  wage  controls  generally  are  authorized  by 
section  402  (c). 

Both  of  these  subsections  require  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  orders  prohibiting  increases  in  wages 
(except  when  necessary  to  prevent  gross  in¬ 
equity  or  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  the 
act)  whenever  an  increase  in  wages  would 
either  require  an  increase  in  a  price  ceiling, 
or  impose  an  undue  burden  on  a  seller  op¬ 
erating  under  a  price  ceiling.  There  is  a 
certain  amount  of  flexibility  in  these  provi¬ 
sions.  Wage  increases  which  would  neither 
require  price  increases  nor  impose  an  undue 
burden  on  a  seller  could  be  allowed.  Thus, 
in  an  industry  where  profit  margins  are 
large,  wages  might  be  allowed  to  rise  to  the 
extent  of  wiping  out  a  large  part  of  such 
margin  so  long  as  the  President  determined 
that  such  increases  did  not  impose  an  un¬ 
due  burden  on  the  seller.  The  committee 
report  (last  full  paragraph  on  page  32)  indi¬ 
cates  that  if  the  seller  is  left  a  fair  and 


reasonable  profit  he  probably  has  not  been 
subjected  to  an  undue  burden.  The  Presi¬ 
dent  could  also  permit  promotions,  merit 
increases,  increases  in  incentive  payments, 
and  similar  wage  increases  which  he  deter¬ 
mined  did  not  impose  such  an  undue  burden. 
It  is  argued  that  in  some  instances  such  in¬ 
creases  might  actually  result  in  lowered  costs 
for  the  seller  of  an  article.  The  committee 
evidently  felt  that  some  wage  increases  might 
be  desirable  to  prevent  inequities  or  to  effec¬ 
tuate  the  purposes  of  the  act,  even  though 
such  increases  might  require  increases  in 
price  ceilings;  and  the  President  is  author¬ 
ized  to  permit  such  increases.  Thus  the 
President  might  permit  increases  in  defense 
industries,  if  necessary  to  enable  them  to  ob¬ 
tain  workers.  And  if  such  increases  rendered 
inequitable  wages  in  nondefense  industries, 
conceivably  the  President  might  permit  in¬ 
creases  in  such  nondefense  industries,  also. 

In  addition  to  requiring  restrictions  on 
Increases  in  wages  which  affect  the  costs  of 
a  seller  operating  under  a  ceiling  price,  the 
President  is  authorized  generally  to  stabilize 
wages  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  the  act. 
Furthermore,  section  402  (c)  provides  that 
wages  shall  be  stabilized  generally  whenever 
price  ceilings  have  been  established  on  ma¬ 
terials  and  services  comprising  a  substantial 
part  of  all  sales  at  retail  and  materially  af¬ 
fecting  the  cost  of  living.  In  such  case,  the 
President  would  be  stabilizing  wages  because 
of  their  inflationary  effect  upon  purchasing 
power  as  well  as  because  of  their  inflationary 
effect  upon  a  seller’s  costs. 

It  is  seen,  therefore,  that  an  attempt  has 
been  made  to  tie  price  and  wage  ceilings  to¬ 
gether,  but  that  wage  increases  could  be 
made  in  some  cases  where  prices  are  con¬ 
trolled.  As  the  committee  points  out  in  the 
paragraph  beginning  at  the  bottom  of  page 
33  of  the  report : 

“While  the  general  parallelism  of  price  and 
wage  controls  has  been  preserved,  it  is  not 
the  intention  of  the  committee  that  price 
and  wage  controls  should  be  thought  of  as 
coextensive  in  all  cases.  There  will  be  occa¬ 
sions  when  one  needs  to  be  applied  without 
the  other.  For  example,  it  is  not  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  intention  that  the  exemptions  from 
price  control  as  provided  in  subsection  402 
(f )  should  imply  in  all  cases  a  corresponding 
exemption  from  wage  control;  nor  is  it  the 
intention  that  every  case  of  a  controlled 
price  will  have  its  counterpart  in  controlled 
wages.  The  general  parallelism  is  provided 
to  assist  in  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  the 
act,  which  is  the  controlling  criterion. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield 
to  me  so  I  may  ask  the  able  Senator 
from  Virginia  a  question? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  Senator  from 
Virginia  says  he  hopes  the  bill  will  be 
amended.  I  should  like  to  inquire 
whether  the  Senator  is  having  prepared 
an  amendment  which  he  believes  will 
satisfactorily  amend  the  bill? 

Mr.  BYRD.  It  is  my  understanding 
that  amendments  will  be  prepared  and 
offered. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  In  other  words, 
we  will  be  given  the  opportunity  to  vote 
for  proper  amendments  to  make  cer¬ 
tain  that  the  two  elements  of  the  econ¬ 
omy  are  geared  together? 

Mr.  BYRD.  Amendments  will  cer¬ 
tainly  be  offered  which  will  gear  the  two 
together. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  wish  to  say  to 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  that'  I  join 
him  in  hoping  that  we  will  pass  that  kind 
of  legislation.  I  do  not  want  to  see  one 
element  of  the  economy  controlled  and 


another  element  not  controlled,  and 
thus  not  actually  prevent  inflation. 

FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1950 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal  Aid  Road  Act, 
approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  to  author¬ 
ize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  the  pend¬ 
ing  road  bill  is,  in  my  opinion,  of  great 
importance,  not  only  as  it  affects  the 
peacetime  economy  of  the  Nation,  but 
also  wartime  conditions.  It  was  my 
privilege  to  serve  as  a  member  of  the  > 
subcommittee  which  held  hearings  with 
reference  to  the  bill,  and  while  I  spent 
less  time  attending  the  hearings  than 
some  other  members  of  the  committee,  I 
was  present  on  many  days  of  hearings. 
The  distinguished  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee,  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  McClellan],  and’ other  Senators, 
however,  spent  weeks  in  attendance  at 
the  hearings.  The  greatest  considera¬ 
tion  was  given  to  the  needs  of  the  coun¬ 
try,  the  wishes  of  the  people,  and  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  the  Government  with 
reference  to  both. 

There  was  laid  before  the  committee 
a  letter  from  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
which  referred  to  the  message  of  the 
President  at  the  beginning  of  the  year 
at  which  time  an  arbitrary  figure  of 
$500,000,000  was  fixed  as  being  the 
amount  that  should  be  the  limit  to  be 
spent  for  certain  classifications  of  Fed¬ 
eral  participation  in  the  building  of 
roads.  The  letter  from  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  to  the  committee  was  writ¬ 
ten  in  May.  I  repeat  that  the  position 
of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  the  President  and  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget,  was  that  $500,000,000  should 
be  the  limit  for  those  items  in  the  road 
bill. 

Yesterday  there  came  to  the  chairman 
of  the  Public  Works  Committee,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez],  a  letter  from  the  President 
in  which  reference  was  made  to  the 
Korean  emergency  and  the  situation 
which  confronted  the  country  because  of 
developments  in  Korea.  The  letter  set 
forth  that,  based  upon  the  needs  for 
national  defense,  based  upon  the  emer¬ 
gency  that  had  arisen  by  reason  of  the 
Korean  situation,  the  President  took  the 
position  that  $500,000,000  should  be  the 
limit  in  this  bill  for  the  itenjs  referred  to. 

It  seems  to  be  rather  a  coincidence 
that  now  in  August,  in  the  presence  of 
the  emergency,  the  need  for  certain 
items  of  road  building,  insofar  as'  the 
Federal  Government  is  concerned,  must 
not  exceed  the  same  magic  figure  of 
$500,000,000  which  was  the  oft-repeated 
figure  for  these  particular  items  men¬ 
tioned  by  the  President  and  by  .  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  long  before  the 
Korean  situation  was  heard  of,  dreamed 
of,  or  contemplated. 

However,  in  pursuance  of  the  request 
in  that  letter,  consideration  was  again 
given  to  that  subject  by  the  committee, 
and,  as  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  committee  has  advised  the  Senate, 
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certain  recommendations  were  agreed  to 
that  would  result  in  a  decrease  of  $120,- 
000,000  in  the  amount  of  the  funds  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  bill. 

Mi-.  President,  I  attended  that  meet¬ 
ing  of  the  committee.  I  am  not  seeking 
now  to  have  that  figure,  which  was  ar¬ 
rived  at  by  the  committee,  changed,  but 
I  do  not  agree  to  the  decrease  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  committee.  I  am  as  well 
aware  of  the  emergency  before  the  Na¬ 
tion  as  it  is  possible  for  me  to  be,  but 
I  place  a  different  interpretation  upon 
and  attach  a  different  significance  to 
that  emergency  than  is  indicated  by  the 
letter  from  the  President  or  in  the  re¬ 
marks  of  those  who  say  that  the  arising 
of  this  emergency  makes  it  mandatory 
upon  the  Government  to  spend  less 
money  for  highways.  I  say  that  the 
emergency  and  its  development  will 
cause  a  need  for  more  highways,  rather 
than  fewer  highways. 

Senators  remember  the  conditions 
that  prevailed  during  World  War  II. 
They  are  aware  of  the  fact  that  the  tre¬ 
mendous  demands  upon  them  and  their 
greatly  accelerated  use  created  more 
damage  to  the  highways  of  the  country 
during  World  War  II  than  has  been 
repaired  or  rebuilt  since  World  War  II. 

Mr.  President,  principally  by  reason  of 
the  fact  that  we  have  an  inadequate  sys¬ 
tem  of  highways,  more  persons  are  killed 
and  injured  on  the  highways  of  the 
United  States  than  have  been  killed  and 
injured  in  the  Korean  war  since  it  began. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  My  recollection  is 
that  the  testimony  before  the  committee 
showed  that  it  would  require  $12,000,- 
000,000  to  restore  the  highways  from  the 
damage  caused  them  and  the  impact 
upon  them  during  the  war  years,  when 
we  were  not  able  to  keep  them  in  as  good 
repair  as  we  would  have  liked  or  to  con¬ 
tinue  construction. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  is  correct.  We  have  not  begun  to 
repair  the  damage  caused  during  the  war 
by  the  accelerated  use  of  our  highways. 
In  fact,  the  present  accelerated  expendi¬ 
ture  of  money  by  the  State  and  local 
governments,  together  with  the  amount 
of  money  provided  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment,  is  not  sufficient  to  replace  the 
annual  wear  and  tear  and  depreciation 
of  the  highways. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  '  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Is  the  Senator  aware  of 
the  fact  that  in  the  West  and  Northwest 
we  now  have  a  worse  boxcar  shortage 
than  any  which  existed  at  any  time  dur¬ 
ing  the  last  war?  If  we  are  to  get  into  a 
full-scale  war  we  shall  be  in  a  worse 
situation  in  that  respect  than  we  are  in 
now,  and  then  we  shall  need  to  be  able 
to  use  our  highways  more  and  more  to 
haul  things  the  railways  cannot. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  am  glad  the  Senator 
has  referred  to  that  fact. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  are  thrown  into 
war,  the  primary  attack  of  our  enemy 
will  be  upon  the  great  centers  of  popu¬ 
lation  and  upon  the  primary  needs  of 


transportation.  One  of  the  great  targets 
will  be  the  transportation  facilities — 
primarily  the  railway  and  highway 
bridges.  The  smallest  amount  of  per¬ 
ception  will  disclose  that  if  war  comes, 
the  demands  upon  the  highways  then 
will  be  far  greater  than  the  unprece¬ 
dented  demand  during  World  War  II, 
which  resulted  in  such  destruction  of 
our  highways. 

Senators  have  spoken  about  discrimi¬ 
nation  in  the  matter  of  authorizations  for 
highways.  I  wish  to  concur  in  the  con¬ 
clusion  and  in  the  statement  that  there 
is  and  there  has  been  discrimination — 
terrible  discrimination,  historically  and 
administratively;  and  it  exists  today,  but 
not  against  the  industrial  centers  or  the 
•  cities  of  the  Nation,  not  against  the  pri¬ 
mary  highway  system,  not  even  against 
the  secondary  highway  system.  The 
discrimination  which  exists,  and  which 
had  existed  from  the  time  of  the  inaugu¬ 
ration  of  the  road  system,  is  against  the 
rural  areas.  That  is  where  tHIl  discrimi¬ 
nation  is. 

It  has  been  represented  here  that  the 
Southern  and  Southwestern  and  West¬ 
ern  States  are  seeking  to  make  a  grab, 
are  asking  alms  of  other  areas  of  the 
Nation,  in  order  that  roads  may  be  built. 
Mr.  President,  I  am  astounded  and  aston¬ 
ished  that  men  of  intelligence  and  integ¬ 
rity  of  purpose  would  believe  that  or 
would  intimate  it. 

The  facts  do  not  substantiate  such  a 
position;  the  facts  directly  controvert  it. 
The  State  of  Oklahoma  pays  into  the 
Federal  Treasury  twice  as  much  road- 
user  money  as  the  Federal  Government 
sends  back  to  the  State  of  Oklahoma.  I 
venture  to  say  that  not  a  State  in  the 
South,  Southwest,  or  West  pays  into  the 
Federal  Treasury  less  than  1  y2  to  2  times 
as  much  money  in  road-user  taxes  as  the 
Federal  Government  send  back  to  those 
States  in  the  form  of  Federal  aid  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  construction  of  high¬ 
ways.  Even  the  high-school  students  in 
those  areas  know  that  none  of  that 
money  is  spent  on  the  roads  which  are 
identified  as  strictly  rural  roads. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  this  point? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Is  it  not  true  that  today 
a  farmer  in  his  mechanized  farming 
uses  a  tremendous  amount  of  gasoline, 
on  which  he  pays  a  Federal  tax,  but  he 
has  no  chance  whatever  of  getting  back 
any  of  that  money,  to  use  it  to  take  care 
of  the  roads  he  uses  every  day? 

Mr.  KERR.  That  is  correct.  The 
farmer  pays  to  the  Federal  Government 
an  excise  tax  on  every  gallon  of  gasoline 
he  uses,  and  also  on  every  quart  of  oil  he 
uses  for  his  automobiles  and  tractors. 
However,  when  the  farmer  comes  to  a 
road  on  which  the  Federal  Government 
has  spent  a  dime,  he  comes  face  to  face 
with  a  sign  reading: 

No  tractor  is  permitted  to  travel  on  this 
road. 

So  there  is  discrimination.  If  men 
were  even  mildly  curious,  they  could 
find  where  the  discrimination  exists. 
The  discrimination  in  connection  with 
the  matter  of  Federal  contributious  for 
the  building  of  roads  is  against  the  rural 
areas. 


Do  we  ask  alms?  Mr.  President,  I 
would  as  soon  try  to  get  warmth  from  a 
whited  sepulcher.  We  do  not  ask  alms; 
we  ask  justice.  For  each  farm  family 
in  the  Nation,  there  are  many  nonfarm 
families  who  are  dependent  upon  the 
farm  family  for  food,  clothing,  and  most 
of  the  other  necessities  of  life.  No  law 
is  based  on  justice  or  on  equity  if  it  does 
not  give  to  the  farmer  a  fair  proportion 
of  the  road-user  money,  especially  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  farmer  pays 
such  a  large  percentage  of  it.  Those 
who  attack  this  provision  of  the  bill  on 
that  ground  remind  me  of  the  Okla¬ 
homan  who  came  to  my  office  when  I  was 
Governor  of  Oklahoma  during  the  war, 
at  one  of  the  times  when  the  coal  miners 
were  out  on  strike.  He  was  mad  at  the 
coal  miners.  He  said,  ‘‘We  ought  to  have 
a  law  to  keep  these  men  from  striking. 
I  think  you  ought  to  do  something  about 
getting  such  a  law.” 

I  said,  ‘‘Well,  that  is  an  interesting  ob¬ 
servation.  What  kind  of  a  law  would 
you  suggest?  You  know,  a  man  cannot 
be  compelled  to  work.  So  far  as  I  know, 
the  strike  is  merely  a  declination  to  work 
on  the  part  of  some  of  the  citizens.” 

He  said,  “Well,  they  ought  to  have  a 
law  making  it  so  they  would  have  to 
work.” 

I  said,  “Who?”  | 

He  said,  “The  coal  miners.” 

I  said,  “Let’s  consider  that.  As  you 
know,  we  have  a  draft  law  in  this  coun¬ 
try,  because  we  have  ta  get  men  into 
the  Armed  Forces  through  the  strong 
arm  of  the  law.  There  is  a  funny  thing 
about  that  draft  law.” 

He  said,  “What’s  that?” 

I  said,  “It  applies  to  everybody.  Your 
boy  is  out  somewhere  yonder,  and  my  boy 
is  down  yonder,  and  the  others  are  com¬ 
ing  along.  That  law  applies  to  all  of 
them.” 

He  said,  “That’s  right.” 

I  said,  “In  a  democracy  laws  have  to 
operate  on  that  basis.” 

He  said,  “What  of  it?” 

I  said,  “When  a  law  is  passed  compel¬ 
ling  men  to  work,  you  have  to  have  the 
same  thing  in  it — and  that  is  a  clear 
provision  that  it  applies  to  everybody.” 

He  said,  “What  about  it?” 

I  said,  “Do  you  want  to  fix  it  so  you 
and  I  have  to  start  in  working  for  a 
living  again?” 

He  said,  “Wait  a  minute;  would  the 
law  have  to  have  that  in  it?” 

I  said,  “If  you  can  figure  out  how  it 
could  be  written  so  as  to  make  the  other 
fellow  work,  but  not  apply  to  you  and  me, 
I  will  be  far  more  interested  in  spon¬ 
soring  such  a  piece  of  legislation.” 

I  have  not  heard  from  him  since. 

Mr.  President,  the  trouble  with  men 
who  are  taking  a  position  against  this 
provision  for  a  more  adequate  program 
for  rural  roads  is  that  they  are  so  aware 
of  their  own  needs — and  I  admit  their 
great  needs — that  they  lose  sight  of  the 
fact  that  a  law  enacted  by  the  Federal 
Government  for  the  building  of  roads 
should  make  equitable  distribution  of 
funds  among  all  classifications  of  roads 
used  by  our  citizens  and  paid  for  by 
them. 

I  heard  a  proposal  on  this  floor  today 
that  the  amount  set  forth  in  the  bill 
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should  be  cut  in  half.  I  have  read  the 
letter  from  the  President,  in  which  the 
magic  figure  $500,000,000  is  glorified,  and 
I  am  reminded  that,  in  the  first  place, 
experience  has  demonstrated  that  even 
the  Budget  Bureau  may  make  errors. 
I  am  not  sure  but  that  we  are  living 
today  under  the  burden  of  some  of  the 
implemented  errors  of  the  Budget  Bu¬ 
reau.  I  am  not  sure  but  that  if  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  the  Budget  Bureau  could  turn 
back  the  hand  of  time  they  would  rectify 
errors  wherein  the  Budget  Bureau  in  the 
past  has  said  that  certain  figures  and 
no  more  were  needed  and  must  be  used. 
I  submit,  Mr.  President,  that  if  $500,- 
000,000  was  the  figure  which  was  appli¬ 
cable  at  the  beginning  of  this  year,  it  is 
now  inadequate. 

At  the  beginning  of  the  year  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Public  Roads  came  before 
the  committee  and  said  that,  as  of  the 
end  of  1949,  there  were  44,000,000  auto¬ 
motive  units  on  our  highways,  and  that 
probably  during  1950  the  number  would 
increased  to  45,000,000  .  I  asked  the 
gentleman  how  many  automotive  units 
he  thought  would  be  manufactured  in 
this  country  in  1950.  He  said  he 
thought  the  number  would  be  about 
5,000,000.  The  record  shows  that,  at  the 
present  rate,  in  excess  of  9,000,000  auto¬ 
motive  units  will  be  produced  in  1950. 

As  every  Senator  knows  the  money 
authorized  by  this  bill  is  to  be  spent  in 
1951,  1952,  and  the  first  part  of  1953. 
If  the  figure  of  $500,000,000  was  correct 
when  the  budget  used  it  in  the  first  part 
of  this  year,  then  the  figure  as  contained 
in  this  bill,  before  the  committee  re¬ 
duced  it  this  morning,  would  have  been 
inadequate  to  meet  the  needs,  beyond 
those  estimated  by  the  witnesses  at  the 
time,  inadequate  to  meet  the  increased 
cost  which  Senators  now  know  will  pre¬ 
vail. 

So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  the  people 
of  Oklahoma  sent  the  junior  Senator 
from  that  State  to  Washington  to  use 
his  judgment,  even  though  it  might  not 
conform  to  that  of  the  Budget  Bureau. 
If  the  Budget  Bureau  is  going  to  write 
these  bills,  perhaps  we  ought  to  fix  it  so 
the  Budget  officials  would  run  for  office 
every  2  years  or  fevery  6  years;  and  if 
Senators  are  to  let  the  figures  be  fixed 
by  others,  perhaps  we  should  have  the 
benefit  of  civil  service  and  protection  in 
the  tenure  of  office  against  the  outraged 
feelings  of  those  whose  needs  are  in¬ 
adequately  met  because  we  let  others 
determine  the  figures  we  use  in  legisla¬ 
tion  for  which  we  assume  responsibility. 
I  knew  there  was  a  Budget  Bureau  in 
V/ashington,  Mr.  President,  but  my  posi¬ 
tion  is  somewhat  like  that  of  a  certain 
maiden  who  got  married.  She  said  she 
had  an  idea  that  marriage  involved  a 
knowledge  of  childbirth,  but  that  had 
she  known  all  the  details  of  it  she 
would  never  have  undertaken  the  respon¬ 
sibilities. 

The  language  of  the  bill  would  insure 
that  a  part  of  the  moneys  appropriated 
under  the  Federal  Road  Act  would  be 
spent  for  the  construction  of  local  rural 
roads.  I  once  read  a  story  by  O.  Henry 
wherein  he  referred  to  those  “rural  areas 
out  in  the  country,”  and  I  got  a  new 
concept  of  the  words  used  for  descrip¬ 


tive  purposes.  As  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis]  has  said,  for 
14  or  16  years  every  highway  act  has 
had  in  it  words  specifying  that  a  part 
of  the  money  should  be  used  on  rural 
roads.  Perhaps  some  day  some  of  it 
will  be  so  used.  I  hope  that  by  reason 
of  the  language  contained  in  the  pending 
bill  some  of  the  money  will  be  channeled 
down  until  it  reaches  those  “rural  roads 
out  in  the  country.” 

As  referred  to  here  this  morning,  the 
original  Federal  Highway  Act  was  justi¬ 
fied  by  the  provision  of  the  Constitution 
which  reads,  in  part,  as  follows: 

Congress  shall  have  power  *  *  *  to 

establish  post  offices  and  post  roads. 

The  original  legislation  provided,  in 
part : 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  authorized  to  cooperate  with 
the  States  through  their  respective  State 
highway  departments  in  the  construction  of 
rural  roads. 

Yet  there  are  those  who  say  that  the 
provisions  of  this  bill  are  an  innova¬ 
tion.  The  original  highway  legislation 
authorized  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  cooperate  with  the  States  through 
their  respective  State  highway  depart¬ 
ments  in  the  construction  of  rural  roads. 
That  cooperation  has  yet  to  materialize 
with  reference  to  rural  roads  “out  in  the 
country.”  In  that  original  act  rural 
roads  are  described  as  follows: 

Rural  post  roads  shall  be  construed  to 
mean  any  public  road  over  which  the  United 
States  mails  now  are  or  may  hereafter  be 
transported,  excluding  every  street  and  road 
in  a  place  having  a  population  of  2,500  or 
more. 

That  is  a  far  cry  from  what  the  junior 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas]  had 
to  say  this  morning,  that  participation  in 
the  building  of  roads  should  begin  in 
New  York  City  and  Chicago,  and  should 
end  within  a  few  miles  of  the  city  limits 
or  suburban  areas  of  the  metropolitan 
centers.  I  would  not  take  one  penny 
from  them.  Neither  Mr.  President, 
should  they  be  permitted  to  take  every 
penny  from  the  rural  roads.  I  shudder 
to  think  what  that  kind  of  psychology 
would  do  to  the  economic  future  of  the 
Nation.  It  is  clear  that  according  to  the 
original  intent  of  the  Congress  the  orig¬ 
inal  justification  for  this  program  in  the 
Constitution  was  the  idea  of  building 
rural  post  roads  .  The  last  Federal  Aid 
Act,  the  act  of  1948,  contains  the  follow¬ 
ing  amendment: 

except  that  for  the  purposes  of  this  act  and 
all  subsequent  acts  continuing  the  postwar 
construction  and  reconstruction  of  highways 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal  Aid  to  Highways  Act  of  1944,  (1)  the 
term  “secondary  and  feeder  roads”  wherever 
used  in  the  Federal  Aid  Highways  Act  of 
1944  shall  include  county  and  township 
roads;  and  (2)  in  selecting  county  and  town¬ 
ship  roads  on  which  funds  are  to  be  ex¬ 
pended,  the  State  highway  departments  shall 
cooperate  with  township  trustees  and  other 
appropriate  local  road  officials. 

I  would  remind  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Thye]  that 
the  spirit  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act 
has  ever  been  to  channel  a  part  of  the 
appropriation  and  a  part  of  the  Federal 
participation  down  to  the  level  of  the 
county  or  township  roads.  But  the  stark 
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and  awful  truth  is  that  that  objective, 
worthy  though  it  may  be,  is  as  yet  a  far- 
off  dream  and  hope,  and  never,  to  this 
good  hour,  a  reality. 

In  spite  of  these  facts,  only  pitiful 
pennies  of  the  billions  of  dollars  of  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  funds  for  construction  of  high¬ 
ways  have  ever  been  spent  on  local  or 
rural  post  roads.  The  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  in  the  current  fiscal  year  will  col¬ 
lect  in  excess  of  one  and  a  half  billion 
dollars  ip  road-user  taxes,  of  which  ap¬ 
proximately  $450,000,000  will  be  spent  for 
highway  construction. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  Federal  act  there 
is  a  requirement  that  for  a  State  to  be 
eligible  to  receive  Federal  aid  in  its  high¬ 
way  construction  program  it  must  not  be 
guilty  of  the  diversion  within  the  State 
of  road-user  funds  to  other  purposes 
than  the  building  of  roads.  Yet  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  stands  here  and  holds 
its  stern  finger  of  authority  and  collects 
a  billion  and  a  half  dollars  of  road-user 
money  every  year  and  spends  less  than 
one-third  of  that  for  the  purposes  for 
which  it  requires  the  States  to  spend 
every  dollar  of  State  money  collected. 

There  are  Senators  who  would  seek  to 
reduce  the  amount  spent  by  the  Federal 
Government  from  less  than  one-third 
of  the  road-user  moneys  collected  to  less 
than  one-sixth  of  such  moneys. 

At  the  end  of  1949  Americans  owned 
and  operated  approximately  44,009,000 
automotive  units,  of  which  farm  fam¬ 
ilies  owned  and  operated  approximately 
26  percent.  Yet  the  roads  which  these 
farm  families  use  most  and  which  mean 
most  to  them  receive  no  part  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  highway  funds.  I  would  not  re¬ 
duce  amounts  now  being  spent  by  Na¬ 
tional  Government  for  either  phase  of 
road  building  now  eligible  for  Federal 
participation. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  The  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  just  finished  stating  that  the  farm¬ 
er  does  not  receive  any  benefit - 

Mr.  KERR.  With  reference  to  those 
roads  which  mean  most  to  him.  That  is 
the  sad  and  awful  truth. 

Mr.  THYE.  Nevertheless  the  bill  con¬ 
tains  the  specific  language  that  the 
farmers  are  to  participate  in  the  fund. 
Am  I  right  or  wrong? 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  THYE.  What  is  wrong  with  the 
policy  of  those  charged  with  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  administering  the  law,  that  the 
producer,  the  farmer,  who  must  use  the 
township  road  to  get  through  to  the  mar¬ 
ket  with  that  which  he  produces,  does  not 
receive  any  benefit*  when  the  law  specifi¬ 
cally  provides  that  he  shall  be  the  bene¬ 
ficiary  of  Federal  funds,  why  has  the 
farmer  not  received  them? 

Mr.  KERR.  “O  wad  some  power  the 
giftie  gie”  me  to  be  able  to  determine 
that,  Mr.  President.  The  junior  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  has  been  a  Member  of 
the  Senate  only  a  little  more  than  a  year 
and  a  half.  During  that  time  I  am  frank 
to  confess  that  there  is  no  subject  of 
which  I  have  become  the  complete  mas¬ 
ter  and  but  few  with  which  I  have 
achieved  a  reasonable  acquaintance. 
This  subject  is  one  of  them,  and  I  have 
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come  to  the  conclusion  that,  while  I  am 
unable  to  have  anything  to  do  with 
changing  the  record  which  was  written 
in  the  past,  I  hope  that  I  and  other  Sen¬ 
ators  may  be  able,  through  this  bill,  to 
fix  it  so  that  from  the  time  of  its  passage 
a  proportionate  equitable  share  of  the 
Federal  moneys  appropriated  for  high¬ 
way  construction  will  be  compelled  to  be 
channeled  down  to  the  local  rural  road 
level. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  will  yield  further,  I  should  like  to 
ask  him  this  question:  How  many  times 
in  the  spring  of  the  year,  when  the  frost 
is  going  out  of  the  ground,  in  the  north¬ 
ern  section  of  the  United  States,  has  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  noted  farm  ve¬ 
hicles  parked  anywhere  from  half  a  mile 
to  a  mile  from  the  farm  buildings,  be¬ 
cause  the  farmer  is  unable  to  use  an 
automobile  to  reach  the  county  hard¬ 
surfaced  road  or  a  State-aid  road?  The 
farmer  has  to  travel  either  by  foot  or  by 
tractor  or  by  team  of  horses  because  the 
road  is  impassable.  The  road  which  is 
called  a  local  township  road  is  impas¬ 
sable.  It  is  either  full  of  mud  or  filled 
with  snowbanks,  and  the  farmer  can¬ 
not  get  through  except  by  foot,  by  team, 
or  by  tractor.  His  car  may  be  parked 
for  many  a  week  on  a  county  road  or  a 
State  highway.  That  is  a  picture  which 
anyone  can  see  in  the  northern  section 
of  the  United  States,  in  the  early  spring 
or  in  the  wintertime.  The  farmer’s 
truck  or  car  is  parked  oftentimes  far 
from  his  home.  Sometimes  he  cannot 
get  to  his  own  premises  because  the  roads 
are  not  passable,  because  of  mud  or 
snowdrifts. 

That  situation  is  what  we  are  trying 
to  correct  by  this  bill.  We  are  trying 
to  give  the  20  percent  of  the  population 
of  the  Nation  residing  on  farms  a  little 
benefit  from  the  taxes  they  pay,  the 
highway-user  taxes  and  all  the  other 
sources  of  revenue  which  go  to  make  up 
the  Federal  budget. 

I  am  pleading  for  that  individual  in 
the  countryside  when  I  ask  that  this  type 
of  legislation  be  given  favorable  con¬ 
sideration. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota,  and,  in  response  to  his  ques¬ 
tion,  I  may  say  that  I  have  seen  that 
picture  so  often  that  I  have  come  to  the 
belief  that  the  stalled  automobile  and 
the  farmer  either  afoot  or  in  a  tractor  or 
with  a  team  are  an  indispensable  and 
inseparable  part  of  the  picture.  It  is  not 
only  to  be  seen  in  the  northern  and 
western  sections;  it  is  to  be  seen  across 
the  length  and  breadth  of  the  southern 
areas  of  the  country  in  many  seasons 
of  the  year.  I  should  not  hesitate  to  ex¬ 
press  the  belief  that  it  might  even  be 
seen  across  the  length  and  breadth  of 
the  States  of  Illinois  and  Oregon,  in  the 
rural  areas,  if  there  were  those  curious 
enough  to  look  and  able  to  see  that  which 
is  so  apparent. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  if  he  does  not  think  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Doug¬ 


las  1  and  other  Senators  are  overlooking 
one  thing,  namely,  that  when  we  develop 
rural  areas  we  create  additional  wealth 
which  benefits  the  cities  and  makes  their 
tax  burdens  a  little  lighter?  Likewise, 
when  we  make  it  possible  for  the  farmer 
to  get  his  products  to  market  a  little 
more  easily  and  a  little  more  cheaply, 
the  cities  receive  the  benefit  of  it.  Does 
the  Senator  not  agree  with  me  that  the 
cities  cannot  live  unto  themselves,  that 
they  are  dependent  upon  the  rural  areas 
of  the  United  States,  just  as  the  rural 
areas  are  dependent  upon  the  cities? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  agree  with  the  Senator, 
with  the  exception  that  the  cities  are 
much  more  dependent  upon  the  rural 
areas  than  are  the  rural  areas  dependent 
upon  the  cities.  I  am  reminded  of  what 
the.  great  Bryan  once  said  with  reference 
to  the  comparative  position  of  the  farmer 
and  the  worker,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the 
metropolitan  center,  on  the  other.  He 
said,  “Give  the  farmer  and  the  worker 
prosperity,  and  cities  will  spring  up  and 
grow  like  magic,  but  take  the  prosperity 
from  the  farmer  and  the  worker,  and  the 
grass  will  grow  on  the  streets  of  every 
city  in  the  land.” 

Those  who  live  there  would  find  it  both 
a  little  indelicate  and  difficult  to  use  that 
which  would  grow  there  as  a  substance  to 
meet  their  needs  for  food,  clothing,  and 
shelter. 

Mr.  President,  every  mile  of  primary 
or  secondary  or  urban  highways  con¬ 
structed  in  part  with  Federal  funds  em¬ 
phasizes  the  discrimination  under  pres¬ 
ent  administration  of  Federal  law 
against  rural  roads.  The  equal,  original 
need  for  those  totally  ignored  and  too 
long  neglected  roads  cries  aloud  for  just 
and  equitable  participation  in  the  over¬ 
all  Federal  road  program.  Americans 
are  fundamentally  against  any  combine 
they  are  not  in  on.  This  applies  to  every 
Member  of  this  body.  It  applies  with 
equal  force  to  the  30,000,000  Americans 
who  make  up  our  farm  families. 

They  have  had  more  promises  and  less 
roads  than  any  other  group.  They  have 
participated  in  the  voting  and  payment 
of  bonds;  in  the  payment  of  State  and 
national  gas  taxes;  in  the  excise  and 
sales  taxes  on  all  automotive  units.  They 
are  happy  that  appropriate  amounts  are 
spent  on  primary  roads,  secondary  roads, 
and  urban  projects.  In  simple  justice, 
they  now  ask  that  appropriate  amounts 
be  spent  on  those  roads  which  mean  the 
most  to  them — local  rural  roads. 

The  most  acute  highway  need  in  our 
country  is  with  reference  to  approxi¬ 
mately  3,000,000  miles  of  iocal  rural 
roads.  Hardly  one-third  of  these  are 
at  present  of  all-weather  type.  Ap¬ 
proximately  one-half  are  neither  graded, 
drained,  or  properly  maintained.  Over 
one-half  of  these  roads  are  used '  for 
rural  mail  delivery;  school  buses  travel 
2,000,000  miles  each  day  on  these  roads. 
The  pupils  they  carry  spend  more  time  in 
the  busses  than  they  do  in  any  single 
class.  Of  course,  there  is  no  way  of 
knowing  how  many  days’  school  they 
miss  because  the  roads  are  in  poor  con¬ 
dition  or  impassable. 

Surely  this  Government  has  a  deep 
and  compelling  concern  in  properly  en¬ 


couraging  the  fullest  development  of 
farm  prosperity  and,  as  a  matter  of 
common  justice,  to  be  as  diligent  and 
effective  in  participating  in  the  building 
of  rural  roads  as  either  primary  or 
secondary  highways. 

Rural  roads  are  just  as  important  to 
our  people  in  the  cities  and  towns  as  to 
those  on  the  farms.  These  roads  will 
serve  not  only  in  getting  the  farmer’s 
produce  to  market,  but  also  in  getting 
the  general  market’s  products  to  the 
farms.  They  are  vital  to  enable  the 
farmer’s  family  to  get  to  the.  doctor  or 
the  doctor  to  them.  They  must  be  pro¬ 
vided  to  enable  the  farm  population  to 
have  equal  access  to  schools,  hospitals, 
and  for  the  sending  and  receiving  of 
mail. 

In  closing  I  call  your  attention  to  the 
following  facts: 

First.  There  is  a  great  and  growing 
necessity  for  more  and  better  rural  roads 
in  this  Nation. 

Second.  Present  construction  and  cur¬ 
rent  improvement  are  not  equal  to  de¬ 
preciation  and  current  wear  and  tear,  to 
say  nothing  of  increasing  needs. 

Third.  Present  specifications  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Public  Roads  Adminis¬ 
tration  are  far  too  severe  to  permit  suffi¬ 
cient  rural  road  building  from  available 
funds  to  ever  meet  existing  require¬ 
ments. 

Fourth.  Those  specifications  are  being 
made  more  rigid  and  burdensome  each 
year.  This  results  in  less  and  less  roads, 
when  there  should  be  more  and  more. 

Fifth.  In  reality,  and  in  spite  of  legis¬ 
lation  intended  by  Congress  to  be  other¬ 
wise,  we  have  no  farm-to-market  or 
rural-road  program  in  which  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  participates.  All 
money  presently  allocated  for  programs 
as  operated  by  and  under  the  Public 
Roads  Administration  goes  into  primary 
or  secondary  highways,  not  into  rural  or 
farm-to-market  roads. 

Sixth.  Existing  legislation,  if  liberally 
administered — which  it  is  not — is  wholly 
inadequate  to  bring  about  the  building 
of  rural  roads  in  proportion  to  primary 
and  secondary  systems. 

Seventh.  Unless  this  or  similar  legis¬ 
lation  is  speedily  enacted,  the  situation 
will  grow  steadily  worse  instead  of 
better. 

Eighth.  The  building  or  improvement 
of  the  type  of  roads  contemplated  in 
this  bill ’is  the  most  acute  and  worse- 
neglected  road  need  in  this  Nation  today. 

Therefore,  to  conform  the  Federal-aid 
program  to  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the 
Constitution  and  existing  legislation;  to 
meet  the  national  needs  for  a  more  pros¬ 
perous  agriculture;  to  provide  better 
means  for  the  Nation’s  industrial  pro¬ 
duction  to  flow  without  restriction  to 
farms  as  well  as  cities  and  to  enable  farm 
production  of  food,  feed  and  fiber  to  find 
its  logical  markets  across  the  Nation;  to 
do  simple  justice  to  30,000,000  Americans 
in  the  matter  of  equitable  participation 
in  the  Nation’s  over-all  road-construc¬ 
tion  program;  a  proportionate  part  of 
Federal  funds  spent  for  road  construc¬ 
tion  should  and  must  be  used  on  that 
part  of  our  total  road  mileage  where  the 
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need  is  the  greatest,  to  wit:  Local  rural 
roads. 


\ 


ORDER  FOR  RECESS  TO  MONDAY 


Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  ear- 
lie5*  today  we  discussed  the  question  of 
holding  a  session  tomorrow.  I  suggested 
to  the  Senator  who  is  in  charge  of  the 
road  bill  that  if  it  were  agreeable  to 
him  the  Senate  would  sit  this  evening 
until  we  had  finished  all  debate  on  the 
bill.  Some  Senators  have  very  impor¬ 
tant  matters  to  take  care  of  in  their 
offices  tomorrow,  and  they  would  like  to 
know  now  whether  they  can  arrange 
their  affairs  accordingly.  I  am  there¬ 
fore  asking  if  it  would  be  agreeable  to 
the  Senator  from  New.  Mexico  to  have 
the  Senate  sit  this  evening  until  we  have 
finished  debate  on  the  bill,  even  if  it  is 
necessary  to  sit  until  9  or  10  o’clock  to 
do  so,  and  not  have  a  session  .tomorrow, 
Saturday. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Reserving  the  ljight  to 
object — and  I  do  not  believe  I  shall  ob¬ 
ject — I  merely  wish  to  make  certain  that 
Senators  who  desire  to  discuss  the  road 
bill  will  have  an  opportunity  to  do  s», 
because  on  Tuesday  we  shall  have  very 
little  opportunity  to  discuss  it,  and  we 
shall  have  no  time  at  all  on  Monday, 
Some  Senators  perhaps  would  like  to 
discuss  other  matters  as  well,  and  the 
kind  of  request  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  is  making  would  have  to  be  sat¬ 
isfactory  to  them  as  well,  so  that  they 
would  have  some  time  to  discuss  their 
matters  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  That  is  the  idea  I 
had  in  mind.  I  thought  we  could  remain 
in  session  as  late  as  might  be  necessary 
to  enable  all  Senators  to  discuss  what¬ 
ever  they  may  wish  to  discuss  after  the 
road  bill  has  been  debated.  The  Senator 
knows  I  have  an  amendment  which  I 
intend  to  offer,  and  I  intend  to  support 
the  road  bill. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  have  no  objection. 

Mi-.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  would  not  do 
away  with  the  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment  under  which  we  are  operating  with 
reference  to  the  road  bill,  would  it? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  No. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Because  there 
would  be  a  little  time  available  on  Tues¬ 
day.  Perhaps  we  would  have  an  hour 
and  a  half  available  to  discuss  irfie  bill. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  may  say  .that  the 
distinguished  Senator  from/  Arkansas 
asked  that  we  change  the/nour  from 
12:30  to  1:30. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Beefause  I  did  not 
want  anyone  to  be  fore/ftosed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
for  voting  is  set  for  ¥.30  o’clock  on  Tues¬ 
day. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  The  Senator  from 
Arkansas  suggested  that  hour. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Apparently  I  was 
absent  from /the  Chamber  when  a  unapi- 
mous-consjmt  agreement  was  entered 
into.  I  pear  some  reference  to  1:30. 
What  dees  that  mean? 

Mr. /MAYBANK.  Under  the  unani¬ 
mous- consent  agreement  entered  into  we 
shaft  vote  on  the  road  bill  and  all  pend¬ 
ing  amendments  at  1:30  o’clock  on  Tues¬ 
day. 


Mr.  McCARRAN.  Has  such  a  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement  been  entered 
into? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  It  was  entered  into 
yesterday. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Is  it  the  understand¬ 
ing  that  what  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  now  asks  is  that  when  the  Sen¬ 
ate  recesses  this  afternoon  it  recess  until 
Monday? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  does  not  vacate 
the  unanimous-consent  agreement  with 
reference  to  the  road  bill. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Certainly  not. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Is  it  necessary  to  have 
a  unanimous-consent  agreement  to  ac¬ 
complish  what  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  is  seeking  to  accomplish? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  could 
be  done  by  motion. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  It  could  be  done  on 
a  motion  with  a  roll  call. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  could/ 
be  done  by  motion.  f 

Mr.  MORSE.  Would  it  not  suffice-' to 
b^ake  a  motion  the'"  the  Senate  recess 
until  Monday?  f 

Mr,  MAYBANK.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  Plowever,  I  wanted  to  ofake  cer¬ 
tain  that  Senators  who  wanted  to  make 
engagements  for  Saturday/could  do  so 
with  the  understanding  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  would  not  sit  on  Saturday  but  would 
sit  late  this  Isyening.  The  Senator  is 
correct  in  suggesting'  that  the  motion 
could  be  made  late  this  evening. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  An 
order  entered  to  recess  from  today  until 
Monday  makes'  assurance  double  sure. 

Mr.  MORSE.  What  it  amounts  to  is 
that  there  Will  not  be  a  meeting  of  the 
Senate  totfiorrow. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  That  is\ll  it  does. 

The  .PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the 'Senator 
from  South  Carolina  that  when  the  Sen¬ 
ate  concludes  its  business  today  it  stand 
in  recess  until  Monday  next? 

The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it  is  so 
ordered. 

SUSPENSION  OF  DEPORTATION  OF 
CERTAIN  ALIENS 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  that  the  Chair  now  lay  before  the 
Senate  a  message  from  the  House  with 
respect  to  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution 
£7. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be- 
for  the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  concur¬ 
rent  resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  97)  favor¬ 
ing  the  suspension  of  deportation  of  cer¬ 
tain  aliens,  which  was,  on  page  7,  after 
line  7,  insert: 

A-7203368,  Andronico,  Adolfo  Paul. 

A-7057136,  Cognets,  Ingeborg  des,  or  Inge- 
borg  Dedering. 

A-1745860,  Coumantaros,  Spiro  Stavros 
Nocolas. 

A-7546054,  Iliopoulos,  Florika. 

A-6727197,  Lambros,  Alexandra  Kalogno- 
mou  (nee  Kalognomou) . 

A-6727197,  Lambros,  Anthony  Elias. 

A— 4076425,  Moatsos,  George  Nicholas. 

A-4314344,  Moatsos,  Lily  or  Evangelia  (nee 
Hadjiargyris) . 


A-7040189,  Mohl,  Sophie. 

A-7040188,  Mohl,  Therese  Margaret  or  The- 
rese  Mohl  or  Terese  Mohl. 

A-6700887,  Rodman,  Sidra  Vellatrani  (-nee 
Sidra  Velletrani).  / 

A-7779638,  Yeh,  Chang  Shang-Wen,  or 
Chang  Shang  Wen. 

A-7779639,  Yeh,  Jun-Sun,  or  Stephen  Yeh 
or  Jun-Sun  Stephen  Yeh. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  this 
is  a  concurrent  resolutions  favoring  the 
suspension  of  deportation  of  certain 
aliens.  The  House  Was  amended  the 
resolution  by  addine/13  names. 

The  staff  of  the  immigration  Subcom¬ 
mittee  of  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary  has  checjmd  each  of  these  cases 
individually,  arid  it  has  been  found  that 
they  all  meer  the  requirements  for  sus¬ 
pension  of/ deportation  under  the  law, 
pursuant  to  which  their  names  were 
submitt 

Ac^dingly,  I  now  move  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  jOn cur  in  the  House  amendment  to 
Sejsate  Concurrent  Resolution  97. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

VA  PLANTATION  CO.,  A  HAWAIIAN 
CORPORATION 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives  announcing 
its  disagreement  to  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  2233)  for 
the  relief  of  Ewa  Plantation  Co.,  a  Ha¬ 
waiian  corporation,  and  requesting  a 
conference  with  the  Senate  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  there¬ 
on. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  this 
is  a  private  relief  bill,  conferring  juris¬ 
diction  on  the  court  to  hear  and  deter¬ 
mine  a  claim.  The  House  has  disagreed 
to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  and 
requested  a  conference. 

Mi*.  President,  I  move  that  the  Senate 
insist  on  its  amendments,  agree  to  the 
conference  requested  by  the  House,  and 
that  the  Chair  appoint  conferees. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Nevada. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  With¬ 
ers,  Mr.  Eastland,  and  Mr.  Wiley  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

MRS.  BARBARITA  ROMERO 

lyrr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  the  Chair  lay  before  the  Senate  a 
message  from  the  House  with  regard  to 
Senate  bill  1320. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  before 
the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S.  1320) 
for  the  relief  of  Mrs.  Barbarita  Romero 
which  was,  on  page  1,  line  6,  strike  out 
“$10,000”  and  insert  “$5,000.” 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  this 
is  a  private  relief  bill.  The  claimant  is  a 
resident  of  New  Mexico.  The  purpose  of 
the  bill  is  to  compensate  her  for  the  fatal 
injury  and  death  of  her  daughter.  The 
Senate  passed  the  bill  in  the-sum  of  $10,- 
000.  The  House  has  amended  this  to 
make  the  amount  $5,000. 

The  sponsor  of  the  bill,  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  has  been 
reported  to  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary  as  being  willing 
that  the  House  amendment  should  be  ac- 
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tepted,  because,  while  he  would  naturally 
prefer  the  larger  sum  for  his  constituent, 
he  recognizes  that  unless  the  House 
amendment  is  agreed  to,  this  legislation 
might' -very  well  fail  to  pass  before  the 
end  of  the  session. 

Accordingly  I  move  that  the  Senate 
concur  in  the  House  amendment  to  S. 
1320.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Nevada. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

A.  K.  CHA&ROUDI 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  the  Chair  lay  before  the  Senate  a 
message  from  the  House  with  respect  to 
Senate  bill  2457. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  before 
the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S.  2457)  to 
confer  jurisdiction  on  the  Cour*t  of 
Claims  to  hear,  determine,  and  render 
judgment  upon  the  claim  of  A.  K.  Chah- 
roudi  which  was,  on  page  1,  line  8,  aftef 
“court,”  insert  a  comma  and  “notwith¬ 
standing  any  statute  of  limitation.” 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  this 
is  a  bill  to  give  the  claimant  his  day  in 
court  by  granting  jurisdiction  to  the 
Court  of  Claims  to  hear  and  determine 
the  controversy. 

The  House  has  amended  the  bill  by  in¬ 
serting  a  spe^fic  provision  that  this  ac¬ 
tion  may  be'  brought  notwithstanding 
any  statute  of  limitation. 

Since  the  bill  by  its  terms  limits  the 
bringing  of  the  action  to  the  period  of  6 
months  following  the  date  of  approval  of 
the  act,  there  appears  to  be  no  objection 
to  this  House  amendment.  ^ 

Accordingly,  I  move  that  the  Senate 
concur  in  the  House  amendment  to  the 
bill  S.  2457. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Nevada. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

JOHN  J.  SEBENICK— CORRECTION  IN 
ENROLLMENT  OF  BILL 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  S. 
3059  is  a  bill  to  provide  for  payment  to 
John  J.  Sebenick,  a  former  lieutenant, 
junior  grade,  in  the  United  States  Naval 
Reserve,  a  sum  equal  to  his  pay  and  al¬ 
lowances  for  34  additional  days  of  tqi'mi- 
nal  leave.  The  board,  for  the  correction 
of  naval  records,  has  ordered  itaA*ecords 
corrected  to  show  his  entitlement  to  this 
leave  pay.  The  committee  aaiended  the 
bill  to  add  the  usual  proviso-limiting  at¬ 
torney’s  fees  to  10  percent.  When  the 
amendment  was  made  the  following . 
words:  “By  any  agent  of1  attorney  on  ac¬ 
count  of  services  rendered”  were  inad¬ 
vertently  omitted  from  the  proviso.  As 
the  bill  now  reads',  it  is  subject  to  the; 
technical  interpretation  that  no  more 
than  10  percept  of  the  amount  author- . 
ized  in  the  bilr  may  be  paid  to  the  claim-  j 
ant.  The  enrolled  bill  is  now  at  the 
White  House. 

The  concurrent  resolution  which  I 
now  sejid  to  the  desk  requests  the  Presi- 1 
dent  of  the  United  States  to  return  said; 
eniyfled  bill  to  the  Senate  and,  upon  itsj 
return,  the  action  of  the  presiding  officers. 
(/  the  two  Houses  signing  said  bill  shall 
be  deemed  rescinded.  It  further  pro¬ 


vides  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate , 
is  authorized  and  directed  to  amend  the  ■ 
bill  by  inserting  after  the  word  “re- 
ceived”  on  page  2,  line  2,  the  words:  “By 
any  agent  or  attorney  on  account  of 1 
services  rendered.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  con-  j 
current  resolution  will  be  read  for  thej 
information  of  the  Senate. 

The  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con.  I 
Res.  101)  was  read  as  follows: 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  (the  House  oft 
Representatives  concurring) ,  That  the  Presi- ^ 
dent  of  the  United  States  is  requested  to* 
return  to  the  Senate  the  enrolled  bill: 
(S.  3059)  for  the  relief  of  John  J.  Sebenick.? 
If  and  when  said  bill  is  returned  by  the. 
President,  the  action  of  the  presiding  officers, 
of  the  two  Houses  in  signing  said  bill  shall ; 
be  deemed  rescinded;  and  the  Secretary  of: 
the  Senate  is  authorized  and  directed,  in1 
the  reenrollment  of  said  bill,  to  make  the;: 
following  correction:  On  page  2,  line  2,  fol-j 
lowing  the  word  “received”,  insert  the  words; 
“by  any  agent  or  attorney  on  account  off 
services  rendered.” 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  I  askf 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate* 
consideration  of  the  concurrent  resolu-’ 

the  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

M  r  .\M  A  Y  3  A  N  K .  Mr.  President,  I 
understand  it  is  quite  in  order  to  have 
the  bill  se^t  back. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  It  follows  the  prece-; 
dent,  and  is  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there: 
objection  to  the\request  of  the  Senator 
from  Nevada?  \ 

There  being  no  pbjection,  the  con¬ 
current  resolution  cS.  Con.  Res.  101) 
was  considered  and  agreed  to. 

FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1950 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal-aid  Road  Act, 
approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355), 
as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  au¬ 
thorize  appropriations  for  continuing 
the  construction  of  highways,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  to  the  desk  an  amendment  to  be 
offered  by  myself,  the  junior  Senator 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Watkins],  the  senior 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Thomas],  and 
the  junior  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Kerr],  to  H.  R.  7941,  the  Federal-aid 
highway  bill. 

In  order  that  Senators  may  know 
what  my  proposal  comprehends,  may  I 
say  that  this  amendment  will  make  im¬ 
mediately  available  upon  passage  of  the 
Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  the  necessary 
authority  to  begin  construction  on  vi¬ 
tally  needed  links  on  main  highways 
located  entirely  with  public  domain 
lands.  I  shall  not  take  the  time  of  the 
Senate  with  great  explanation,  since  the 
bill  as  it  stands  before  the  Senate  now 
authorizes  the  appropriation  of  $5,000,- 
000  per  year  for  a  period  of  2  years  to 
construct  and  maintain  main  roads 
passing  through  wholly  federally 
owned  lands. 

My  amendment  would  make  it  pos¬ 
sible  that  construction  might  begin  im¬ 
mediately  on  such  roads. 

To  cite  one  case,  let  me  say  this 
amendment  would  allow  completion  of 


a  transcontinental  highway,  U.  S.  6, 
which  now  has  only  47.4  miles  of  its  3,000 
miles  uncompleted.  This  link  lies  in 
eastern  Utah,  and  extends  from  the 
Utah  line  westerly  across  the  State  of 
Nevada  and  southward  to  the  Pacific 
coast. 

This  incomplete  link  is  important  to 
the  military  security  of  our  Pacific 
coast.  In  the  State  of  Utah  and  sur¬ 
rounding  Salt  Lake  City,  there  are  many 
military  facilities.  These  facilities  man¬ 
ufacture  small  arms  and  other  ar¬ 
mament  of  various  linds.  Also  lo¬ 
cated  in  that  immediate  area  are  Hill 
Field,  one  of  the  three  largest  air  bases 
in  America;  the  important  Clearfield, 
Utah,  naval  supply  depot;  the  Army  sup¬ 
ply  depot  at  Hill  Field;  and  the  Tooele, 
Utah,  ordnance  depot  which  stores  war¬ 
time  chemicals  and  munitions.  There 
is  the  mammoth  steel  plant  at  Provo, 
Utah,  and  the  large  chemical  warfare 
depot  at  the  Dugway  Proving  Grounds. 

The  city  of  Salt  Lake  lies  in  a  basin 
and  is  connected  to  the  Pacific  coast 
directly  by  one  main  highway — Highway 
40.  This  area  needs  another  route  to 
relieve  Highway  40  from  its  terrific  bur¬ 
den.  Likewise,  if  military  activity  ren¬ 
dered  useless  this  highway,  it  would  be 
impossible  for  military  traffic  to  reach 
the  west  coast  from  the  Salt  Lake  City 
area  except  by  long  routes  through  Idaho 
to  the  north,  or  south  through  Arizona. 
Highway  6  would  provide  this  vitally 
needed  alternate  route.  Since  the  un¬ 
completed  section  of  this  highway  lies 
wholly  within  public  domain  lands,  exist¬ 
ing  authorizations  allow  Federal  funds 
to  be  utilized. 

The  Public  Works  Committee  received 
considerable  testimony  on  this  subject  of 
highways  lying  entirely  on  the  Federal 
domain  which  have  not  been  improved 
due  to  the  lack  of  habitation  on  such 
lands  and  the  inability  of  the  States  to 
spread  their  highway  funds  far  enough 
to  reach  such  roads.  Only  a  few  remain¬ 
ing  links  lie  within  this  category.  I  un¬ 
derstand  these  States,  in  addition  to  the 
State  of  Utah,  are  Oklahoma,  Arkansas, 
Arizona,  New  Mexico,  and  possibly  Ore¬ 
gon. 

Because  of  the  militai'y  necessity  of 
some  of  these  uncompleted  links,  and 
the  fact  that  our  faces  are  turned  west¬ 
ward  now  to  the  Pacific  coast  as  a  stag¬ 
ing  center  for  vital  shipments  to  the  Far 
East,  I  hope  favorable  consideration  can 
be  given  to  the  amendment  at  the  proper 
time. 

Precedent  for  such  immediate  con¬ 
tract  authorization  as  I  propose  exists  in 
the  highway  aid  bill  as  it  now  stands,  in 
the  section  dealing  with  construction  of 
parkways  within  national  parks. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  amendment  may  be  printed 
in  full  in  the  Record. 

The  amendment  submitted  by  Mi*.  Mc- 
Carran  (for  himself,  Mr.  Watkins,  Mr. 
Thomas  of  Utah,  and  Mr.  Kerr)  was  re¬ 
ceived,  ordered  to  lie  on  the  table,  to  be 
printed,  and  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

On  page  25,  line  19,  strike  out  the  period 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  a  colon  and  the 
following:  "Provided  further.  That  $2,500,C00 
of  the  sum  authorized  for  the  fiscal  year 
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ending  June  30,  1951,  shall  be  available  for 
contract  immediately  upon  the  passage  of 
this  act.” 

PROPOSED  FRIGE  AND  ALLOCATION 
CONTROL 

Mr.  MALONE.  The  bill  S.  3936  to 
control  prices  and  allocations  seems  in¬ 
consistent  at-  this  time  due  to  many 
factors. 

NO  FOREIGN  POLICY 

Chief  among  thege  factors  being  that 
the  Government  has  no  international 
policy. 

No  one  knows,  least  of  all  the  Members 
of  the  United  States  Senate,  whether  or 
not  we  intend  to  stop  at  the  thirty-, 
eighth  parallel  in  the  war  we  are  now 
conducting  and  which  the  President 
chooses  to  call  a  police  action; 'whether 
we  will  stop  at  the  thirty-eighth  paral¬ 
lel  and  leave  a  couple  of  divisions  of 
troops  to  maintain  the  division  of  the 
Korean  Nation,  or  whether  we  will  push 
on  to  the  north  boundary  of  Korea  and 
leave  a  few  divisions  there  to  contain 
Russia. 

CONTROL  WITHOUT  OBJECTIVES 

Either  seems  to  be  an  impossible  con¬ 
dition.  The  President  has  not  named 
the  objective,  but  is  now  asking  for  con¬ 
trols  which  obviously  is  not  needed  at 
this  time  if  this  is  truly  only  a  police 
action. 

OVERSUPPLY  AT  THIS  TIME - OPA 

Further,  Mr.  President,  if  such  con¬ 
trols  as  are  described  in  the  bill  mean — 
control  of  everything  from  the  price  of 
eggs  to  real  estate  is  to  be  fastened  on 
this  country  at  this  time,  when  we  have 
mere  than  enough  of  everything,  and 
when  to  go  into  the  manufacture  of  war 
materials  will  require  several  months  and 
an  estimated  10  percent  of  our  income 
the  time  is  not  opportune  for  such  con¬ 
trols.  The  experience  of  this  country 
through  World  War  II  with  the  OPA, 
when  it  was  almost  impossible  to  un¬ 
fasten  the  Governments  tentacles  from 
business  following  the  war,  it  seems  in¬ 
advisable  to  put  into  the  hands  of  the 
President  of  the  United  States  the  right 
to  interfere  at  any  time  and  the  right  to. 
fasten  such  controls  at  random,  as  he 
may  see  fit  to  the  business  life  of  the 
Nation. 

SENATE  SUBJECT  TO  CALL - 24  HOURS 

Mr.  President,  the  Senate  of  the'United 
States  will  shortly  complete  its^brincipal 
work  for  the  year.  One  suggestion  is  that 
we  adjourn  3  days  at  a  tigfe.  Another 
suggestion  is  that  we  migljt  adjourn  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  call  of  the  President,  the  ma¬ 
jority  or  minority  leaders. 

In  either  case  the"  Members  of  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  are  within 
24  hours  of  Washington  any  place  in  the 
United  States  of ‘America. 

NO  SUCH  EMERGENCY 

Mr.  President,  I  submit  that  no  such 
emergency  Exists  at  this  time  as  to  war¬ 
rant  any  such  political  authority  be  given 
to  the  President  of  the  United  States,  or 
for  the  Congress  to  divorce  itself  entirely 
from  this  date  on,  from  having  any  part 
in  deciding  either  as  to  the  time  or  extent 
cf  the  regulation  that  may  later  be 
needed. 


STORED  FOOD  AVAILAELE 

Mr.  President,  when  we  speak  of  food, 
for  example,  I  want  to  say  that  the 
United  States  of  America  has  stored  in 
caves  and  warehouses  and  in  various 
other  types  of  storage  a  total  of  $2,285,- 
600,000  worth  of  food,  from  Maine  to  Cal¬ 
ifornia.  This  is  at  least  a  partial  list 
of  such  food: 

Butter,  192,000,000  pounds,  $100,000,- 
000.  Dried  milk,  322,000,000  pounds, 
$50,000,000.  Cheese,  80,000,000  pounds, 
$25,000,000.  Dried  eggs,  170,000,000 
pounds,  $150,000,000.  Cotton  2,551,000 
bales,  $432,000,000.  Corn  325,000,000 
bushels,  $500,000,000.  This  is  about  the 
amount  of  money,  Mr.  President,  asked 
for  to  build  roads  in  the  entire  country, 
as  we  heard  in  the  debate  a  few  minutes 
ago.  Wheat,  32,000,000  bushels,  $797,- 
000,000.  Flax  seed,  16,000,000  bushels, 
$88,600,000.  Linseed  oil,  502,000,000 
pounds,  $153,000,000. 

GOVERNMENT  DISPOSING  OF  FOOD  10  CENTS  ON 
THE  DOLLAR 

Mr.  President,  that  probably  does  not 
-  include  a  great  deal  of  miscellaneous  ma¬ 
terial  stored  here  and  there,  and  bought 
up  under  the  Government  program.  We 
read  in  the  newspapers  in  the  last  few 
weeks  that  the  Government  is  ranking  a 
great  effort  to  get  rid  of  this  food;  to 
ship  it  to  foreign  countries  at'  2  cents,  5 
cents,  and  fa  cents  on  the  dollar.  As  a 
matter  of  fac^if  we  are  anywhere  near 
the  condition  \he  bill  -would  indicate, 
that  some  of  th^Members  of  Congress 
and  the  President  seems  to  think  we  are 
in,  now  is  the  time  isq  save  this  food. 

CREDIT  CONTROLS 

Mr.  President,  we  nee&credit  controls. 
We  need  better  control  ot  the  inflation¬ 
ary  factors  by  the  Federal  Reserve  Board. 

We  know  that  price  control  cannot 
work — it  creates  cheats  and  ohiselers — 
it  creates  competition  with  the'Govern- 
ment  instead  of  cooperation. 

Mr.  President,  an  article  by  Edward 
H.  Collins  in  the  August  8  issue  of  the 
New  York  Times  is  a  well  written  a: 
-'well  thought  out  outline  of  some  of  th 
pitfalls  of  regulation. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  article  may  appear  at  this 
point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Price-Wage  Controls  in  Perspective 
(By  Edward  H.  Collins) 

Perhaps  the  most  charitable  thing  that 
can  be  said  of  those  Congressmen  who  en¬ 
gaged  in  last  week’s  stampede  for  an  imme¬ 
diate  freezing  of  prices  and  wages  is  that 
they  are  lamentably  in  need  of  a  course 
in  memory  training. 

There  is  no  other  logical  explanation  for 
the  two  basic  misconceptions  which  seem 
to  have  been  implicit  in  their  actions.  One 
of  these  is  the  belief  that  the  economic  prob- 
Tem  posed  by  the  1950  defense  program  at 
this  stage  is  roughly  analogous  to  that  which 
we  faced  in  World  War  II;  the  other  is  the 
singularly  naive  idea  that  earlier  experience 
with  such  controls  was  a  brilliant  and  un¬ 
qualified  success.  It  should  hardly  be  nec¬ 
essary  to  point  out  that  neither  assumption 
has  any  warrant  in  historical  fact. 

Mr.  Truman  has  pointed  out  that  the  new 
military-expansion  program  would  account 


for  only  about  10  percent  of  our  present 
national  product  of  nearly  $270,000,000,000. 
This  means — to  state  it  in  somewhat  over¬ 
simplified  terms — that  even  when  tlje  pro¬ 
gram  actually  gets  under  way,  whiclywill  not 
be  for  several  months,  90  percent  qf  our  pro¬ 
ductive  energies  will  still  be  available  to  serve 
the  Nation’s  civilian  .needs.  This,  it  should 
be  added,  is  90  percent  of  a  pfoduetion  po¬ 
tential  $100,000,000,000  larger  than  that  of 
1939. 

To  bring  this  picture  into  perspective,  let 
us  refresh  our  memories  briefly  on  the  gen¬ 
eral  character  and  magnitude  of  the  World 
War  II  effort.  In  that  war  we  retooled  most 
of  our  heavy  peacetime  industries,  expand¬ 
ed  them  enormously,  and  transformed  them 
into  one  gigantfc,  coordinated  munitions  in¬ 
dustry.  As  early  as  October  1942,  we  were 
pouring  50  percent  of  our  national  income 
into  war  production.  A  year  later  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Reserve  Board  repoted  that  70  percent 
of  the  country’s  production  facilities  were 
concentrated  on  winning  the  war.  Winning 
the  war  meant,  among  other  things,  raising, 
equipping,  transporting,  and  feeding  an 
American  armed  force  of  nearly  twelve  mil¬ 
lion;  providing  lend-lease  aid  to  our  allies 
'at  a  rate  which  by  the  end  of  1944  had 
reached  $1,000,000,000  a  month,  and  produc¬ 
ing  the  bulk  of  the  shipping  which,  with 
the  aid  of  new  combat  techniques,  made 
it  possible  to  eliminate  the  dreaded  menace 
of  the  German  U-boat. 

Now  the  diversion  of  that  much  of  a  na¬ 
tion’s  economic  effort  to  war  calls  for  cut¬ 
backs  of  major  proportions.  In  this  case  it 
meant,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  the  com¬ 
plete  stoppage  of  the  production  of  peace¬ 
time  consumer  durable  goods — automobiles, 
radios,  electric  refrigerators,  and  the  in¬ 
numerable  household  gadgets  which  have 
come  to  be  a  symbolic  adornment  of  the 
American  way  of  life.  At  the  same  time,  an 
estimated  50  percent  of  all  American  food 
products  had  to  be  earmarked  for  consump¬ 
tion  either  by  our  own  military  forces  or  by 
our  allies  under  lead-lease. 

The  gross  national  product  in  this  period 
increased  from  $91,300,000,000  in  1939  to 
$213,700,000,000  in  1944.  Our  over-all  pro¬ 
duction  rose  therefore  at  a  spectacular  rate. 
Even  allowing  for  this,  however,  the  picture 
that  unfolded  was  one  of  a  steadily  ex¬ 
panding  volume  of  purchasing  power  at  a 
time  when  the  supply  and  variety  of  civilian 
goods  and  services  were  contracting  just  as 
steadily.  Here,  in  this  rapidly  widening  di¬ 
vergence  of  supply  and  demand — this  infia- 
.  tion  gap — is  to  be  found  the  genesis  of  price 
"’and  wage  controls  and  the  rationing  of  food 
Is  World  War  II. 

To  say  that  these  over-all  controls  were 
100 ’’'percent  effective  would  be  untrue.  To 
say  fast  they  were  60  percent  effective  would 
probably  be  an  exaggeration.  The  Bureau 
of  Labortgtatistics’  index  of  the  cost  of  liv¬ 
ing  perfetaned,  on  its  face,  respectably 
enough.  Btjf  that  index,  for  a  number  of 
obvious  reasons,  left  unrecorded  many  things 
that  vitally  anfected  living  costs — the  black 
markets,  the  deterioration  in  the  quality  of 
many  standard  civilian  items,  and  the  fact 
that  many  others  were  unavailable  for  the 
simple  reason  that  tlfey  weren’t  being  pro¬ 
duced.  The  little-steek.  formula,  which  was 
supposed  to  represent  a\ort  of  Maginot  line 
in  the  field  of  wage  A  was  irreparably 
breached  by  John  L.  Lewis  is  1943,  and  from 
that  point  forward  the  Wa^  Labor  Board 
found  itself  fighting  a  reaftuard  action 
against  a  steady  onslaught  of  detaands  from 
the  labor  unions  for  higher  ^agel.  It  is  an 
unpalatable  fact  that,  as  against  a;  1916-35 
average  of  1,868  labor  disputes  annuaUy,  the 
numbers  in  the  war  period  rangedS^rom 
2,968  in  1942  to  4,956  in  1944,  the  lattAan 
all-time  high.  -  \ 

In  short,  price-wage  controls  were  adopts 
in  World  War  II  because  in  the  circum-v 
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FEDERAL- AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1950 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal  Aid  Road  Act, 
approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355), 
as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  au¬ 
thorize  appropriations  for  continuing 
the  construction  of  highways,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mi#  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
comment  briefly  upon  the  pending  mea¬ 
sure,  because  there  is  certain  material 
which  I  desire  to  place  in  the  Record, 
as  a  matter  of  reqord;  and  under  the 
unanimous-consent  agreement  in  regard 
to  the  program  on  Monday,  time  simply 
will  not  be  available  then  to  place  the 
material  in  the  Record.  Therefore,  I 
shall  submit  the  material  at  this  time, 
together  with  very  brief  comments. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  my  good  friend, 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Clellan],  is  now  presiding  over  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  earlier 
in  the  day  he  engaged  with  me  in  a  col¬ 
loquy  regarding  a  point  of  view  of  mine 
concerning  this  bill — namely,  that  one 
of  my  objections  to  the  bill  is  that  in  my 
opinion,  for  whatever  it  is  worth,  an 
analysis  of  the  bill  will  show  that  it  dis¬ 
criminates  in  favor  of  the  South  and 
the  Southwest,  as  regions,  without  any 
particular  reference  at  this  time  to  any 
particular  State — I  wish  to  state  that 
my  statement  of  the  fact  that  I  feel  that 
way  was  not  intended,  earlier  this  after¬ 
noon,  and  is  not  intended  now,  to  con¬ 
stitute  an  offensive  comment  in  regard 
to  any  State  of  the  Union.  I  was  very 
glad  that  my  friend,  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas]  agreed  with  me 
in  that  connection.  I  think  it  is  only  fair 
to  say  that  during  the  quorum  call  he 
and  I  had  a  conference  in  which  we 
agreed  upon  the  procedure  we  subse¬ 
quently  followed  in  regard  to  that  mat¬ 
ter;  namely,  we  agreed  that  in  order  to 
clear  up  the  misunderstanding  which 
had  developed  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate, 
all  that  it  was  necessary  to  do  was  to 
have  read  by  the  official  reporter  the 
remarks  we  had  made  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate,  for  we  felt  that  our  remarks 
themselves  would  show  that  not  by  the 
slightest  stretch  of  the  imagination  could 
there  be  read  into  them  any  violation  of 
rule  XIX. 

Certainly,  Mr.  President,  in  debate  in 
the  Senate  of  the  United  States  we  must 
never  reach  the  point  where  a  Senator 
who  thinks  a  bill  discriminates  against 
a  State  or  a  section  of  the  country  can¬ 
not  say  so.  That  is  all  I  have  under¬ 
taken  to  say,  either  now  or  at  any  other 
time  in  my  service  in  the  Senate,  regard¬ 
ing  such  matters. 

I  have  heard  made  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  various  statements  to  the  effect 
that  certain  pieces  of  legislation  or  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  in  connection  with  some 
of  our  great  river  developments,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  discriminated  in  favor  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest.  I  can  understand 
that  point  of  view.  I  have  never  felt 
that  when  such  statements  were  made, 
the  Senator  making  them  was  speaking 
offensively  of  my  State.  To  the  con¬ 
trary,  I  felt  he  was  simply  expressing  an 
honest  judgment  and  evaluation  of  the 


bill,  as  he  saw  it,  during  the  course  of 
the  debate. 

That  is  exactly  the  way  I  feel  about 
this  particular  bill.  In  the  few  minutes 
I  shall  take,  I  intend  to  state  why  I  feel 
that  way  about  the  bill.  I  shall  state 
that  I  feel  that  this  bill  makes  it  possible 
for  States  in  the  South  and  the  South¬ 
west  to  make  use  of  Federal  funds  for 
so-called  country  or  rural  roads,  whereas 
in  my  opinion,  for  whatever  it  may  be 
worth,  such  Federal  funds  should  be  used 
for  the  development  of  primary  and 
secondary  roads.  However,  when  I  make 
that  statement,  in  no  way  does  it  mean 
that  I  am  speaking  offensively  of  any 
State.  To  the  contrary,  I  am  speaking 
about  a  matter  of  policy.  I  simply  hap¬ 
pen  to  think  that  it  is  bad  Federal  policy 
for  the  Congress  to  authorize  the  ap¬ 
propriation  of  Federal  funds  under  this 
bill,  in  section  1  (b),  on  page  13,  begin¬ 
ning  in  line  10,  under  a  Federal-aid  pro¬ 
gram,  by  means  of  the  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  of  the  language  of  that  provision 
of  the  bill. 

I  have  no  objection  to  having  other 
Senators  disagree  with  me.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr]  disagreed 
with  me  this  afternoon.  I  wish  to  say 
that  he  completely  failed  to  convince  me 
of  the  correctness  of  his  position. 

I  feel  that  when  we  come  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  use  of  Federal  funds  for  Federal- 
aid  purposes,  we  must  see  a  clear  na¬ 
tional  interest  concerned  in  the  pro¬ 
posed  expenditure  of  the  funds.  That 
becomes  a  matter  of  degree,  I  admit,  in 
specific  cases. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  does 
the  Senator  care  to  yield,  or  does  he 
prefer  not  to  be  interrupted? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  prefer 
not  to  yield,  because  the  hour  is  late. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Very  well. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  wish  to  say  to  my  good 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Mississippi,  that 
my  main  purpose  is  to  get  my  point  of 
view  into  the  Record.  I  do  not  think 
any  Senator’s  opinion  will  be  changed  by 
the  statement  I  am  now  making.  I  think 
we  are  dealing  here  with  a  question  of 
policy.  Senators  will  take  one  position 
or  the  other  regarding  it.  I  am  simply 
expressing  now  my  view  of  what  I  think 
is  sound  public  policy  in  regard  to  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  funds.  I  do  not  limit  this  policy 
to  roads;  I  would  apply  it  in  general  to 
the  use  of  Federal-aid  funds. 

Mr.  President,  I  say  that  when  we  come 
to  the  question  of  the  use  of  Federal 
funds  for  Fe'deral  aid,  we  should  look  to 
the  question  of  whether  such  funds  will 
be  used  for  the  solution  of  a  problem 
which  is  clearly  national  in  character. 

I  think  the  use  of  Federal  funds  for 
the  building  of  primary  roads  is  a  use 
vested  with  a  national  public  interest. 
I  simply  do  not  see  much  room  for  dis¬ 
pute  about  the  fact  that  the  people  of 
California  and  the  people  of  Mississippi 
and  the  people  of  Florida  and  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  Maine  and  the  people  of  all  the 
other  States  of  the  Union  have  a  great 
national  interest  in  the  development  of  a 
primary  road  system  across  the  country. 

Again  I  emphasize  my  belief  that  prob¬ 
ably  my  difference  with  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi,  and,  I  am  sure,  my  difference 


with  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma — 
judging  from  his  remarks  this  after¬ 
noon — goes  to  the  question  of  degree; 
but  we  have  to  draw  a  line  somewhere  in 
demarcating  the  difference  between  a 
Federal,  national  interest,  and  a  local  in¬ 
terest.  I  can  see  a  rather  clear  line  of 
demarcation  between  a  system  of  pri¬ 
mary  roads,  and  even  between  our  sys¬ 
tem  of  major  secondary  roads  in  the 
United  States,  and  the  so-called  local, 
country,  farm-to-farm,  or  small  com¬ 
munity  to  small  community  roads,  on 
which  the  traffic  is  very  light,  roads  over 
which — as  has  been  said  by  one  of  the 
authorities  I  shall  quote  later  in  my  re¬ 
marks — from  25  to  50  cars  pass  daily.  I 
refer  now  to  roads  in  many  parts  of  the 
United  States  to  which  this  section  of 
the  bill  would  apply,  if  I  understand  it 
correctly — roads  of  the  type  we  see  when, 
in  driving  in  rural  areas,  we  travel  over 
roads  in  which  at  some  seasons  of  the 
year  we  see  a  lush  growth  of  grass,  so 
much  so  that  the  grass  in  the  middle  of 
the  road  strikes  against  the  oil  pan  of 
our  automobiles.  I  say  that  the  expendi¬ 
ture  of  Federal  funds  for  country  roads 
of  that  kind  as  a  matter  of  degree  is  be¬ 
yond  the  test  which  I  would  apply  in 
regard  to  the  spending  of  Federal  funds, 
belonging  to  the  taxpayers  of  the  coun¬ 
try,  for  a  national  purpose,  a  purpose 
vested  with  a  Federal  interest. 

Of  course,  reasonable  men  can  differ 
about  this  matter,  just  as  this  debate 
shows  they  differ.  Certainly,  if  I  cor¬ 
rectly  judge  the  remarks  which  have 
been  made  by  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa,  he  completely  disagrees  with  me 
on  this  point. 

However,  I  say  to  the  Members  of  the 
Senate  that  I  believe  that  an  analysis 
of  this  problem  will  show  that  there  are 
many  States  of  the  Union  which  have 
not  been  doing  enough  on  a  State  level 
in  defraying  the  costs  of  improving  the 
country  roads.  I  think  the  improve¬ 
ment  of  the  so-called  country  roads  is 
primarily  the  job  of  the  State  legisla¬ 
tures,  not  the  job  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  Why  do  I  say  that?  Because  I 
do  not  want  to  see  the  principle  of  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  abused.  In  my  judgment,  there 
is  great  danger  of  having  a  very  sound 
principle  of  Federal  aid  in  many  fields  of 
social  and  economic  endeavor  fall  into 
public  disrepute  because  of  the  growing 
fear  on  the  part  of  millions  of  American 
people  that  there  is  a  movement  afoot  to 
have  the  Federal  Government  take  over 
more  and  more  of  the  obligations  and 
governmental  duties  and  activities  of 
local  self-governing  units.  Those  of  us 
who  favor  the  use  of  the  Federal-aid 
principle  to  help  out  on  problems  which 
are  national  in  scope  need  to  be  on  guard 
against  a  misuse  of  the  Federal-aid  prin¬ 
ciple.  I  believe  we  greatly  weaken  the 
cause  of  the  Federal-aid  principle  if  in 
any  piece  of  legislation  we  provide  for  its 
use  in  helping  to  defray  the  cost  of  a 
service  which  ought  to  be  defrayed  by 
the  State  and  local  governmental  units, 
be  they  State,  county,  or  municipal. 

To  understand  my  position  in  this  de¬ 
bating  quarrel,  one  must  understand 
that  I  differ  with  the  committee,  because 
I  think  in  the  provision  on  page  13  the 
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committee  has  gone  too  far  in  its  use  of 
Federal  aid,  and  that  the  committee  is 
seeking  to  use  Federal  funds  for  defray¬ 
ing  the  cost  of  maintaining  and  improv¬ 
ing  country  roads  which  ought  to  be  de¬ 
veloped  and  paid  for  by  the  State  gov¬ 
ernment,  not  by  the  Federal  Government. 
Or,  to  put  it  in  another  way,  I  think  the 
principle  of  Federal  aid  is  properly  ap¬ 
plied  in  road  legislation  only  if  it  is  lim¬ 
ited  in  the  main  to  the  so-called  primary 
and  secondary  roads  which  can  be  linked 
up,  as  road  legislation  in  the  first  in¬ 
stance  in  the  history  of  the  country  was 
linked  up,  with  a  road  system  which 
would  promote  the  national  defense. 

So  my  difference  with  the  committee 
in  regard  to  this  particular  section,  as 
a  question  of  policy,  goes  to  a  matter  of 
the  degree  to  which  the  principle  of  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  should  be  applied  in  connection 
with  road  building. 

I  know,  Mr.  President,  because  I  have 
driven  over  miles  of  them,  that  there  is 
great  need  for  improving  the  farmers’ 
roads.  I  know  that  there  are  a  great 
many  so-called  country  roads  which 
need  improvement.  But  I  do  not  believe 
that  is  the  job  of  the  Congress.  Accord¬ 
ing  to  my  view,  as  a  matter  of  policy  it  is 
primarily  the  job  of  the  State  legislature, 
because  if  the  responsibility  is  not  placed 
there,  then  I  believe  we  lay  a  basis  for 
the  type  of  criticism  I  made  earlier  this 
afternoon  and  which  I  now,  in  effect,  re¬ 
peat.  That  is.  States  that  proceed  on 
their  own  initiative  appropriating  sub¬ 
stantial  State  funds  for  the  development 
of  their  own  country  roads  would  be  pen¬ 
alized;  and  the  State  which  is  backward 
in  respect  to  this  particular  problem 
would,  I  think  unfairly,  be  favored;  that 
is,  a  State  which  has  failed  to  spend  the 
amount  of  money  it  ought  to  have  spent 
for  the  development  of  its  country  roads 
and  then  comes  to  the  Congress  for  such 
legislation  as  this  and  asks  for  Federal 
aid  to  do  a  job  which  in  the  first  instance 
should  have  been  done  by  the  State  itself, 
not  by  the  Federal  Government. 

We  may  differ  about  that  as  a  matter 
of  policy,  but  it  so  happens  that  that 
matter  of  policy  seems  to  be  the  one 
which  the  road  authorities  in  my  State 
think  is  a  very  important  one.  So  the 
remainder  of  my  remarks  this  afternoon, 
directed  against  section  12,  subsection 
(b),  beginning  on  page  13,  is  to  call 
attention  to  the  arguments  of  the  road 
authorities  in  my  State  and  to  the  state¬ 
ments  they  make  as  to  the  effect  of  this 
particular  section  upon  my  State,  and 
to  say  that,  for  the  reasons  set  forth  in 
the  arguments  presented  to  me  by  these 
experts,  and  which  I  am  inclined  to  think 
are  sound,  I  am  going  to  favor  the  Lodge- 
Saltonstall  amendment,  which  is  an 
amendment,  on  page  13,  beginning  in 
line  12  with  the  word  “Said,”  to  strike 
out  through  page  14,  line  2. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  before  me  a  let¬ 
ter  from  John  Aschim,  secretary- 
manager  of  the  Tillamook  Chamber  of 
Commerce,  dated  June  29,  in  which  he 
says: 

As  I  ponder  the  Federal-aid-to-highways 
program  as  adopted  by  the  Congress,  I  am 
prone  to  think  that  the  House  was  more 
realistic  than  the  Senate  in  its  consideration 
of  States  in  the  west. 


Our  own  State  could  and  would  use  a 
larger  fund  than  presently  allocated  to  na¬ 
tional  advantage.  I  well  know  you  will  de¬ 
vote  full  effort  in  that  direction.  I  hope  it 
succeeds. 

He  goes  on  to  point  out  his  objections 
to  the  provisions  on  page  13,  covered  by 
the  Lodge -Sal tonstall  amendment.  He 
points  out  that  it  would  do  great  injury 
to  the  farmers  of  our  State,  because  it 
would  handicap  the  development  of  the 
secondary  roads  so  essential  to  the  farm¬ 
ers  and  so  essential  to  getting  out  the 
great  natural  resource  of  timber  produc¬ 
tion  in  our  State. 

I  now  wish  to  read  into  the  Record  a 
telegram  which  I  received  from  R.  T. 
Moore,  chairman,  Western  States  High¬ 
way  Committee,  Council  of  State  Gov¬ 
ernments,  Coos  Bay,  Oreg. : 

Coos  Bay,  Oreg.,  July  22,  1950. 
Wayne  L.  Morse, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Refer  H.  R.  7941  Senate  amendments  in¬ 
creasing  secondary  road  allotments  will  wreck 
current  program  concentrating  on  badly 
needed  timber  access  roads  in  Oregon. 
Adoption  Senate  amendments  would  stike 
devastating  blow  at  timber  economy  at  time 
when  high  production  absolutely  essential. 
No  bill  at  all  would  be  preferable.  Strongly 
urge  your  insisting  upon  restoration  House 
provisions  and  adoption  of  Baldock  sugges¬ 
tions  air-mailed  today.  This  matter  most 
vital  to  Oregon  lumber  industry. 

R.  T.  Moore, 

Chairman,  Western  States  Highway 
Committee,  Council  of  State  Gov¬ 
ernments. 

The  next  telegram  is  one  under  date 
of  July  22,  signed  by  Clay  Cochran, 
manager  of  the  Salem  Chamber  of  Com¬ 
merce,  Salem,  Oreg.  It  reads  as  follows: 

Senate  version,  H.  R.  7941  is  inimical  to 
Oregon  interests,  particularly  the  timber  in¬ 
dustry,  in  that  it  virtually  prohibits  ex¬ 
penditure  of  secondary  Federal-aid  funds  for 
State  highway.  Secondly,  State  highways 
are  vital  to  timber  industry,  and  these  roads 
are  badly  in  need  of  reenforcement  to  elimi¬ 
nate  necessity  of  winter  loads.  Moreover, 
this  provision  will  prevent  building  North 
Santiam  Highway.  Recommend  delete  from 
Senate  version,  page  13,  line  10,  to  page  14, 
line  2 — 

That  is  the  Lodge- Saltonstall  amend¬ 
ment — 

and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  language 
from  H.  R.  7941,  House  version,  page  2,  line 
6,  through  to  line  9. 

I  had  hoped — and  I  raised  this  ques¬ 
tion  informally  with  various  members 
of  the  committee — that  in  order  to  meet 
the  objections  of  these  Oregon  critics 
we  could  reach  some  understanding  as 
to  a  change  in  the  language  on  page  13 
which  would  make  it  possible  for  the 
State  highway  commission  to  exercise  its 
sound  discretion  in  light  of  the  condi¬ 
tions  that  exist  in  my  State.  But  the 
members  of  the  commission  who  commu¬ 
nicated  with  me — and  their  communica¬ 
tions  will  be  inserted  in  the  Record  as 
I  proceed  with  this  discussion — have 
studied  this  language  very  carefully. 
They  are  familiar  with  the  problems  in 
my  State,  and  they  advise  me  they  can¬ 
not  operate  under  this  language,  no 
matter  how  much  the  members  of  the 
committee  assure  them  that  they  think 


they  are  making  a  very  strict  interpre¬ 
tation  of  the  language. 

So,  Mr.  President,  what  I  am  saying  is 
that  this  section  of  the  bill  as  it  affects 
my  State — and  apparently  it  must  be 
true  of  some  other  States,  or  the  Lodge- 
Saltonstall  amendment  would  not  have 
been  offered — irrespective  of  our  point 
of  view  as  to  the  general  policy  which 
I  discussed  earlier  in  my  remarks,  would 
work  an  injury.  I  cannot  believe  that 
the  authors  of  the  bill — the  members  of 
the  committee — want  to  do  that.  There¬ 
fore,  it  seems  to  me  that  those  of  us 
who  are  opposing  this  language  in  the 
bill  are  entitled  to  very  careful  consid¬ 
eration  of  our  point  of  view  by  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee,  to  the  end  of  try¬ 
ing  to  work  out  between  now  and  Tues¬ 
day,  if  it  is  at  all  possible - 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  should  prefer  not  to 
yield.  The  Senator  from  Minnesota  was 
not  present  when  I  refused  to  yield  to 
another  Senator.  I  want  to  get  these 
remarks  into  the  Record. 

I  sincerely  hope,  Mr.  President,  that 
the  members  of  the  committee  will  give 
some  consideration  between  now  and 
Tuesday,  before  we  come  to  a  vote  on 
the  Lodge-Saltonstall  amendment,  to 
what  I  have  stated  because  I  shall  vote 
for  that  amendment  if  I  am  given  no 
other  alternative.  There  is  no  other 
course  I  can  follow,  in  fairness  to  my 
State.  But  I  hope  there  will  be  drafted 
some  language  which  will  make  it  pos¬ 
sible  for  the  highway  commissions  that 
find  themselves  in  the  position  in  which 
the  Oregon  Commission  finds  itself  to  be 
granted  discretion  to  use  these  funds  on 
those  parts  of  the  road  system  which 
they  think  will  promote  the  best  interests 
of  the  economy  of  the  State. 

Mr.  President,  I  read,  with  some  run¬ 
ning  remarks  about  the  contents  of  the 
letter  as  I  go  along,  the  last  letter  which 
I  have  received  from  R.  H-  Baldock,  the 
State  highway  engineer  of  Oregon.  He 
is  one  of  the  great  road  authorities  of 
the  entire  Nation.  When  we  consider 
his  testimony,  Mr.  President,  we  are  not 
considering  alone  the  testimony  of  the 
State  highway  engineer  of  the  State  of 
Oregon,  but  we  are  considering  the  testi¬ 
mony  of  a  road  man,  an  authority  on 
roads,  who  is  recognised  as  such  across 
the  Nation,  a  man  who  has  received  a 
great  many  honors  from  various  read 
construction  and  highway  associations. 
Believe  me,  Mr.  President,  as  I  have 
weighed  his  argument  against  the  argu¬ 
ments  which  I  have  heard  on  .the  floor  of 
the  Senate  in  support  of  the  committee’s 
version  of  the  bill,  I  have  reached  the 
conclusion  that  those  who  have  spoken 
for  this  bill,  including  my  good  friend 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr],  have  not 
even  come  anywhere  near  answering  the 
arguments  of  Mr.  Baldock.  Even  if  we 
could  agree — and  we  do  not  agree — that 
the  use  of  the  funds  provided  in  this  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  under  a  Federal-aid  prin¬ 
ciple  for  country  roads  is  sound  in  policy, 
I  do  not  believe  we  could  still  justify 
executing  that  policy  by  language  in  a 
bill  which  discriminates  so  unfairly 
against  Oregon  and  apparently  against 
the  States  of  other  Senators  who  find 
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themselves  in  support  of  the  Lodge- 
Saltonstall  amendment. 

I  hope  that  between  now  and  Tues¬ 
day,  when  we  vote  on  the  bill,  we  can 
reach  some  agreement  on  the  basis  of 
the  record  which  I  am  hoping  to  make 
this  afternoon,  in  behalf  of  the  highway 
authorities  of  my  State,  which  will  per¬ 
mit  some  modification  of  the  language 
and  which  will  give  to  them  the  defini¬ 
tion  they  need. 

Of  course,  they  particularly  object  to 
the  kind  of  language  beginning  on  line 
19,  page  13,  which  reads  as  follows: 

Provided,  That  If  the  State  highway  de¬ 
partment  of  any  State  with  the  concur¬ 
rence  of  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads 
shall  find  on  a  factual  basis  and  so  certify 
that  in  said  State  it  will  be  impraoticable 
to  expend  said  funds,  or  a  specified  percent¬ 
age  thereof,  that  have  been  allotted  to  said 
State,  on  said  class  or  classes  of  roads,  then 
such  percentage  of  said  funds  allotted  to 
that  State  as  may  be  so  certified  may  be 
expended  on  other  secondary  roads  or  sec¬ 
ondary  highways,  including  State  highways, 
in  said  State. 

The  chairman  of  the  Oregon  Highway 
Commission  said  to  me,  “Senator,  I  can¬ 
not  certify  that  it  would  be  impractica¬ 
ble  to  spend  those  funds,  if  I  correctly 
understand  the  dictionary  definition  of 
the  word  ‘impracticable’;  but  I  can  cer¬ 
tify  it  would  be  highly  undesirable  to 
do  so,  that  it  would  not  be  in  the  best 
interests  of  a  road  system  in  Oregon  that 
would  promote  the  greatest  good  for  the 
economy  of  the  State.” 

Mr.  President,  what  I  am  about  to  say 
is  not  said  in  a  spirit  of  boasting,  be-  ” 
cause  I  am  not  given  to  boasting  about 
the  accomplishments  of  my  State  in  a 
particular  field  in  comparison  with  the 
accomplishments  of  other  States  in  the 
same  field.  I  do  not  think  that  ever 
helps  arguments.  I  make  this  observa¬ 
tion  not  in  the  spirit  of  boasting.  But 
the  chairman  of  our  State  Highway 
Commission,  who  is  a  past  president  of 
the  Association  of  American  Highway 
Commissioners,  said  to  me  that  Oregon 
has  done  an  outstanding  job  in  the  past 
in  the  development  of  her  country  roads 
with  State  funds.  He  pointed  out  to 
me  that  Oregon  has  used,  apparently,  a 
much  larger  percentage  of  its  income 
from  gasoline  taxes  for  the  development 
of  country  roads  than  have  a  great  many 
other  States. 

So  the  effect  of  this  bill,  as  the  chair¬ 
man  of  our  commission  informs  me,  is 
really  to  penalize  my  State  by  mandate, 
as  he  interprets  the  language,  requir¬ 
ing  the  State  to  spend  these  funds,  under 
this  section  of  the  bill,  on  so-called  coun¬ 
try  roads,  when  the  funds  are  needed  to 
be  spent  on  primary  and  secondary 
roads,  and  their  expenditure  on  such 
roads  would  afford  greater  benefit  to 
the  Oregon  farmer  than  would  be  af¬ 
forded  by  applying  them  in  any  other 
way. 

I  read  what  he  says; 

Dear  Senator  Morse — 

The  letter  is  dated  July  21.  I  may  say, 
Mr.  President,  that  I  have  made  my 
views  known,  not  formally  in  committee 
hearings  but  informally  to  members  of 
the  committee,  and  I  have  sent  to  the 
committee  from  time  to  time  copies  of 


letters  from  road  authorities  in  my  State 
as  they  have  pointed  out  to  me  from 
week  to  week  the  bad  effects  the  bill 
would  have  upon  road  problems  of  the 
State  of  Oregon.  He  says  in  his  letter: 

I  am  greatly  disturbed  about  the  congres¬ 
sional  action  on  the  1950  road  bill.-  H.  R. 
7941,  as  passed  by  the  House,  is  perfectly 
satisfactory  to  me  and,  I  believe,  to  the  ma- 
ority  of  the  members  of  the  American  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  State  Highway  Officials,  but  the 
Senate  version,  while  it  bears  the  number  of 
the  House  bill,  after  the  enaction  clause  has 
inserted  Senator  Chavez’  omnibus  bill, 
S.  3424,  and  deletes  all  of  the  House  bill. 

This  bill,  if  enacted  into  law,  will  end 
Federal  aid  as  we  know  it  and  eventually 
make  of  the  highways  a  pork  barrel,  a  thing 
that  would  be  very  detrimental  to  the  econ¬ 
omy  of  the  entire  country. 

Mr.  President,  when  he  wrote  that 
sentence  he  expressed  in  a  little  different 
language  the  point  of  view  of  the  junior 
Senator  from  Oregon  when  early  in  his 
remarks  he  pointed  out  that  he  thought 
there  was  involved  a  fundamental  ques¬ 
tion  of  policy,  the  question  of  drawing  a 
line  of  demarcation  between  the  use  of 
Federal  funds  for  the  promotion  of  a 
Federal  interest  or  objective,  and  the 
use  of  Federal  funds  for  the  promotion 
of  an  interest  or  activity  which  is  either 
solely  or  primarily  local  in  scope  and 
nature.  I  think  the  type  of  roads  which 
are  covered  by  the  the  section  of  the  bill 
I  am  objecting  to  involves  a  govern¬ 
mental  function  which  is  primarily  local 
in  nature  and  ought  to  be  handled  by 
funds  appropriated  by  State  legislatures 
and  not  by  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  Baldock  goes  on  to  say; 

In  my  opinion  it  would  be  better  for  the 
country  to  have  no  bill  than  this  bill. 

Here  is  not  only  the  State  highway 
engineer  of  Oregon,  but  a  past  president 
of  the  American  Road  Association  and  a 
recognized  national  authority  in  the  field 
of  highway  problems  and  road-construc¬ 
tion  problems,  who  thinks  that  the  lan¬ 
guage  I  am  objecting  to  in  the  bill  is  so 
unfortunate  that  he  would  rather  have 
no  bill  at  all  than  this  bill. 

He  says; 

In  my  opinion  it  would  be  better  for  the 
country  to  have  no  bill  than  this  bill.  There 
is  only  one  ray  of  hope  in  the  dark  sky  and 
that  is  that,  when  the  bill  goes  to  conferees, 
some  amendments  may  be  made  to  eliminate 
the  iniquities  of  the  Senate  bill. 

May  I  ask  your  special  consideration  to 
strike  out  from  the  Senate  bill  the  entire 
section  on  page  13  from  line  10  to  page  14, 
line  2,  and  substitute  in  lieu  thereof  the 
original  H.  R.  7941  language  on  page  2  from 
line  5  to  line  9,  inclusive;  to  delete  from  the 
Senate  version  on  page  19,  line  21,  through 
page  21,  line  2,  and  substitute  in  lieu  thereof 
the  text  in  original  H.  R.  7941,  as  passed  by 
the  House,  from  page  3,  line  6,  to  page  4, 
line  3;  also  to  delete  in  its  entirety  section  14, 
Senate  version,  page  33,  line  8  through  line 
12. 

It  would,  of  course,  be  much  better  to 
delete  the  entire  Senate  version  of  H.  R.  7941 
and  to  have  the  Senate  pass  in  its  entirety, 
without  any  change  or  modification,  H.  R. 
7941  as  passed  by  the  House. 

Very  truly  yours, 

R.  H.  Baldock, 

State  Highway  Engineer, 

Mr.  President,  I  may  offer  some  of 
those  amendments  on  Tuesday,  if  be¬ 


tween  now  and  Tuesday  we  are  not  able 
to  work  out  in  conference  between  and 
among  us  some  modification  of  the  lan¬ 
guage  on  page  13  of  the  bill  which  would 
relieve  such  highway  commissions  as  the 
commission  in  Oregon  and  other  States 
from  the  restrictions  which  they  feel 
would  be  imposed  upon  them  unfairly  by 
the  language. 

I  think  a  very  sound  objection  against 
the  language  of  the  bill  to  which  I  am 
taking  exception  this  afternoon  was  sub¬ 
mitted  to  me  in  the  communication  un¬ 
der  date  of  May  18,  1950,  the  contents  of 
which  were  made  known  to  the  various 
members  of  the  committee,  who  told  me, 
though  they  had  no  commitment,  that 
they  were  glad  to  have  the  point  of  view 
and  would  see  what  could  be  done  about 
working  the  bill  out  in  a  way  which 
would  relieve  Mr.  Baldock  of  his  fears 
concerning  the  language  of  the  bill. 

I  have  no  criticism  of  members  of  the 
committee  as  Senators.  I  think  they 
followed  their  lights  and  sights  as  they 
have  seen  this  issue.  I  am  satisfied  that 
the  Senators  to  whom  I  have  talked  fear 
Mr.  Baldock  is  unduly  disturbed  about 
the  effect  of  the  language  of  the  bill. 
However,  Mr.  Baldock  is  not  alone.  A 
great  many  others  engaged  in  highway 
work  across  the  country  entertain  the 
same  fears.  That  is  why  we  have  the 
Lodge-Saltonstall  amendment  pending 
before  the  Senate.  In  any  Federal-aid 
legislation  of  this  kind  when  there  is 
such  a  strong  bloc  of  opposition,  repre¬ 
senting  such  a  diversified  group  of  States 
across  the  country,  whose  representa¬ 
tives  I  think  will  be  found  on  Tuesday 
voting  in  support  of  the  Lodge-Salton¬ 
stall  amendment,  it  behooves  the  com¬ 
mittee  concerned  to  take  cognizance  of 
that  opposition  and  try  to  work  out  with 
those  Senators  an  acceptable  compro¬ 
mise  of  their  differences. 

I  am  discussing  Mr.  Baldock's  letter  of 
May  18  at  this  time  so  that  it  may  be  in 
the  Record,  in  the  hope  that  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee  who  study  it  will 
come  on  Tuesday  with  some  offer  to  the 
senior  and  junior  Senators  from  Oregon 
for  a  modification  of  the  language  of  the 
bill  to  which  I  object. 

I  wish  to  say  for  the  Record  that  my 
senior  colleague  [Mr.  Cordon]  agrees 
with  me  that  this  particular  language 
in  section  12  is  in  need  of  modification 
and  agrees  with  me  that  the  problem 
would  be  solved  so  far  as  our  particular 
State  is  concerned  if  the  Lodge-Salton¬ 
stall  amendment  were  adopted.  How¬ 
ever,  speaking  for  myself,  I  wish  to  say 
to  Senators  who  disagree  with  me  on 
this  matter,  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Kerr],  the  Senator  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  [Mr.  Stennis],  the  chairman  of 
the  committee,  and  the  other  members 
of  the  committee  who  are  making  a 
stand  for  the  retention  of  this  language, 
that  although  they  and  I  disagree  as  to 
the  question  of  policy  in  respect  to  the 
use  of  Federal-aid  funds  for  this  pur¬ 
pose,  nevertheless  I  will  be  perfectly 
willing  to  work  out  with  them  prior  to 
Tuesday  some  language  which  would 
give  to  the  State  highway  authorities  in 
my  State  the  discretionary  power  to  use 
the  funds,  in  view  of  the  circumstances 
that  exist  in  Oregon,  for  whatever  roads 
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they  think  the  funds  can  best  be  used 
in  order  to  serve  the  best  economic  in¬ 
terests  of  the  entire  State,  leaving  to 
the  highway  commissions  in  the  States 
of  the  proponents  of  the  legislation  the 
discretionary  power,  on  the  other  hand, 
to  use  the  funds  for  the  development 
of  country  roads  in  those  States  where 
apparently  the  country  roads  have  not 
been  developed  to  the  point  of  excellence 
to  which  they  have  been  developed  in 
the  State  of  Oregon.  I  think  that  is  a 
perfectly  fair  position  for  the  junior 
Senator  from  Oregon  to  take,  especially 
when  we  keep  in  mind  the  fact  that,  as 
a  matter  of  sound  legislative  policy,  we 
should  not  be  using  Federal-aid  money 
for  this  purpose  at  all,  but  should  be 
limiting  .it  to  roads  in  regard  to  which 
it  can  be  clearly  shown  that  the  develop¬ 
ment  promotes  the  national  interest. 

It  may  be  asked,  “Can  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  name  any  road  which, 
after  it  has  been  improved,  does  not,  to 
some  extent,  help  the  Nation  as  a 
whole?”  Of  course,  any  road  would  con¬ 
tribute  something.  That  would  be  true 
even  if  we  were  improving  a  cow  path. 
But  it  comes  again  to  a  matter  of  de¬ 
gree,  and  I  think  we  can  take  judicial 
notice  of  the  fact  that  road  A  is  a  road 
the  improvement  of  which  will  help  the 
national  interest,  and  road  B  is  a  coun¬ 
try  road  the  improvement  of  which  will 
help  primarily  the  few  users  of  the  road 
living  in  the  community. 

Mr.  President,  when  I  say  that,  I 
think  I  have  summarized,  in  essence, 
the  major  argument  of  Mr.  Baldock  in 
the  letter  which  I  now  proceed  to  read, 
dated  May  18,  1950: 

Dear  Senator  Morse:  With  reference  to 
your  recent  letter  with  regard  to  the  differ¬ 
ences  between  S.  3424  and  H.  R.  7941  (the 
first  being  the  Senate  road  bill,  the  second 
the  House  road  bill  of  1950),  the  following 
report  is  made: 

S.  3424  would  provide  $550,000,000  for 
each  of  the  fiscal  years  1952  and  1953,  of 
regular  Federal  aid  for  primary,  secondary, 
and  urban  systems  under  the  same  formula 
and  matching  ratio  as  provided  in  the  act 
of  1948.  H.  R.  7941  provides  $500,000,000  per 
year  for  the  same  purpose.  ■  The  authoriza¬ 
tions  for  forest-development  roads  and 
trails,  park  roads  and  parkways,  and  In¬ 
dian  lands  are  comparable  to  those  provi¬ 
sions  in  H.  R.  7941,  although  there  would  be 
more  money  provided  under  the  Senate  bill 
than  the  House  bill. 

For  the  interstate  system  the  Senate  bill 
authorizes  $100,000,000  on  a  50-50  matching 
ratio  in  comparison  to  $70,000,000  per  year 
for  the  House  version. 

If  anyone  has  any  doubts  as  to  the 
qualifications  of  Mr.  Baldock,  he  need 
only  study  this  letter,  which  is  an  ex¬ 
ceedingly  able  analysis  of  the  pending 
legislation,  and  I  think  presents  as  fine  a 
case  against  the  position  taken  by  the 
proponents  of  the  particular  section  of 
the  bill  to  which  I  am  objecting  as  could 
be  made. 

Returning  to  the  letter,  Mr.  Baldock 
says: 

The  Senate  version  would  appropriate  the 
money  on  a  one-third  population,  one-third 
area,  and  one-third  post  road  mileage  basis 
in  comparison  to  a  population  basis  under 
the  House  version. 

Some  changes  have  been  made  since 
this  letter  was  written  in  respect  to  cer¬ 
tain  portions  of  the  bill,  but  as  the  bill 


was  submitted  to  us  at  the  time  this 
letter  was  written,  it  is  a  very  accurate 
analysis  of  it.  The  letter  continues: 

The  bill  contains  the  same  bond  provision, 
maintenance  provision,  and  the  disaster  pro¬ 
vision  as  contained  in  the  House  bill.  Here 
the  similarity  ends. 

The  Senate  bill  provides  $64,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  of  1951  to  1958  for  the  completion 
of  the  Inter-American  Highway  and  $8,000,- 
000  for  the  completion  of  what  is  known  as 
the  Rama  Road  in  Nicaragua.  It  also  in¬ 
cludes  provision  for  the  inclusion  of  Alaska 
in  the  apportionment  of  the  Federal-aid 
funds  and  for  the  transfer  of  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  the  administration  of  funds  in 
Alaska  from  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads.  The  Senate 
bill  provides  a  total  of  $50,000,000  for  access 
roads  to  military  establishments  and  other 
establishments  of  that  nature  under  a  rather 
vague  formula  for  the  allocation  and  a  vari¬ 
able  formula  for  the  matching  of  these  funds. 

Section  12  of  the  bill,  which  is  quite  con¬ 
troversial,  provides  $150,000,000  per  year  on 
a  2-year  authorization  for  country  roads,  and 
$150,000,000  would  be  available  for  the  fiscal 
year  beginning  July  1,  1950  in  contrast  to 
the  other  portions  of  the  bill,  the  moneys  of 
which  are  available  for  the  fiscal  year  begin¬ 
ning  July  1,  1951.  It  provides  that  the  funds 
for  this  purpose  shall  be  available  on  a 
matching  basis  of  40  percent  Federal  funds, 
35  percent  county  funds,  and  25  percent 
State  funds. 

Section  13  is  a  quite  unusual  provision, 
having  to  do  with  bypasses  around  cities  and 
towns  and  would  require  that  public  hear¬ 
ings  be  held  prior  to  any  final  action. 

This  is  a  brief  resume  of  the  differences  in 
the  bills.  Permit  me  now  to  point  out  the 
objectionable  features  in  the  Senate  bill. 

It  seems  rather  peculiar  to  have  an  au¬ 
thorization  for  7  years  for  the  Inter-Ameri¬ 
can  Highway,  whereas  authorizations  are 
made  only  on  a  2-year  basis  in  the  case  of 
Federal-aid  funds  for  the  States.  A  review 
of  the  matching  requirements  discloses  that 
the  Central  American  countries  would  put 
up  very  little  of  the  money.  It  is  my  opinion 
that  authorizations  to  the  Central  American 
countries  for  road  funds  should  be  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  a  separate  bill  and  should  not  be  con¬ 
fused  with  the  authorization  of  funds  for 
highways  of  the  several  States  of  this  Union. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  Senate  theory  of 
apportionment  (which  is  one-third  popu¬ 
lation,  one-third  area,  and  one-third  post 
road  mileage)  as  given  in  section  4  is  equita¬ 
ble.  Owing  to  the  proportionately  greater 
mileage  of  interstate  highways  required  in 
populous  areas  as  compared  with  less  popu¬ 
lous  areas  and  to  the  excessive  per  mile 
cost  of  building  interstate  highways  in 
densely  populated  areas,  there  is  not  the 
same  need  for  the  area  and  post  road  mileage 
factors  in  the  allocation  formula  for  inter¬ 
state  funds  that  there  is  in  the  formulas 
used  in  the  allocation  of  primary  and  sec¬ 
ondary  Federal-aid  funds.  Estimates  of  the 
costs  to  build  the  interstate  system  in  the 
various  States  indicate  that,  even  with  an 
allocation  based  100  percent  on  population, 
the  Federal  funds  will  be  a  less  proportion 
of  total  cost  in  a  small  but  populous  State 
than  in  a  large  but  sparsely  settled  State. 
For  instance,  compare  the  States  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts  and  North  Dakota. 

Then  follows  in  the  letter  a  table  show¬ 
ing  a  comparison  of  Massachusetts  and 
North  Dakota  in  respect  to  the  various 
items  just  discussed  by  Mr.  Baldock,  and 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  that 
portion  of  the  letter  copied  at  this  point 
in  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Humphrey  in  the  chair) .  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection? 


There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 


Share  of 
cost  of 
interstate 
system 

Allocation 
pro  rata 
based  on 
population 
alone 

Allocation 
pro  rata 
based  on 
one-third 
population, 
one-third 
area,  and 
one-third 
post  roads 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

Massachusetts _ 

4.  01 

3.  28 

0.60 

North  Dakota _ 

.40 

.49 

.68 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  letter'  of  Mr.  Bal¬ 
dock  continues: 

Thus  it  is  obvious  that  the  one-third  pop¬ 
ulation,  one-third  area  and  one-third  post¬ 
road  mileage  basis  of  allocation  is  unequit¬ 
able  when  applied  to  interstate  highway 
funds  as  proposed  in  S.  3424. 

Section  10  extends  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal-aid  Road  Act  to  the  Territory  of 
Alaska  and  transfers  to  the  Bureau  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Roads  those  functions  in  connection  with 
Alaskan  roads  which  presently  come  within 
the  control  of  the  Department  of  Interior. 
I  believe  that  the  appropriation  for  Alaska 
should  be  made  separate  and  apart  from  the 
road  bill  because  there  is  little  in  common 
with  the  States  of  the  Union,  and  the  need 
for  roads  in  Alaska  is  primarily  for  military 
defense  purposes  and  should  be  in  a  sepa¬ 
rate  bill  for  that  purpose.  I  believe  that 
the  transfer  from  the  Department  of  Inte¬ 
rior  to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  will  be 
helpful. 

Section  12 — 

Which  is  the  section  to  which  I  have 
directed  most  of  my  remarks — 

Section  12  would  establish  a  new  classifi¬ 
cation  of  roads  which  are  local  or  land-serv¬ 
ice  roads  and  might  be  classed  as  tertiary  or 
third-order  roads  in  contrast  to  the  present 
primary  and  Federal-aid  designations.  The 
county  roads  on  which  the  expenditure  of 
$150,000,000  is  to  be  authorized  under  the 
provisions  of  this  section  are  local  and  land- 
service  roads  carrying  less  than  15  percent  of 
the  Nation’s  rural  traffic. 

I  digress,  Mr.  President,  to  call  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  we  have  heard  much 
this  afternoon  in  the  debate  about  help¬ 
ing  the  farmer  and  about  getting  the 
farmer  out  of  the  mud.  We  are  dealing 
in  this  authorization  with  roads  which 
serve  less  than  15  percent  of  the  rural 
traffic  of  the  country.  I  think  that  is  a 
vital  statistic.  It  is  a  statistic  which 
supports  the  junior  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  in  his  point  that  a  fundamental 
question  of  policy  is  involved  here,  that 
a  question  of  degree  is  involved  here,  and 
that  there  is  involved  the  question  of 
how  far  we  are  to  go  in  this  country  in 
the  use  of  Federal-aid  funds  for  assist¬ 
ance  in  connection  with  a  problem  which 
can  be  shown  to  be  primarily  local  in 
nature.  It  is  just  such  a  statistic  as  this 
upon  which  I  rest  in  part  my  case.  We 
cannot  accomplish  anything  by  beating 
our  breasts  and  debating  about  the 
farmer.  r  It  may  be  good  politics.  We 
have  a  responsibility  as  Senators  with 
regard  to  the  use  of  the  funds  belonging 
to  all  the  taxpayers  of  the  country.  I  am 
not  going  to  take  second  place  to  any 
Member  of  the  Senate  in  doing  what  I 
can  to  promote  the  legitimate  interests 
and  rights  of  the  American  farmer.  I 
am  not  going  to  support  legislation  in 
the  name  of  aiding  the  farmer  if  I  can-. 
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not  satisfy  myself  that  the  legislation 
can  be  reconciled  to  the  principle  of  Fed¬ 
eral  interest,  in  connection  with  the  ac¬ 
tivity  on  which  the  funds  are  to  be 
spent.  That  is  where  I  differ  with  some 
of  my  good  friends  on  the  other  side  of 
the  issue. 

I  repeat  Mr.  President,  when  we  are 
dealing  with  a  problem  which  involves 
less  than  15  percent  of  the  rural  traffic 
of  America,  Senators  will  have  a  hard 
time  to  convince  me  that  there  is  in¬ 
volved  a  great  principle  or  national 
issue  in  regard  to  roads  which  justifies 
the  use  of  Federal -aid  funds  to  improve 
and  develop  roads  which  serve  farm-to- 
farm  communities  that  ought  to  be  im¬ 
proved  and  built  by  the  States,  not  by 
the  Federal  Government. 

Returning  to  Mr.  Baldock’s  letter  I 
read: 

They  are  roads  which  should  be  improved 
and  maintained  by  local  governmental 
agencies. 

This  is  the  burden  of  my  argument. 
I  completely  agree  with  him.  I  think 
he'  ,  has  advanced  an  argument  which 
as  yet  has  not  been  answered  satisfac¬ 
torily  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  At 
least  it  does  not  satisfy  me  to  give  an 
answer  that  we  must  get  the  farmer 
out  of  the  mud,  when,  after  all,  we  are 
talking  about  such  a  small  percentage 
of  rural  traffic.  I  would  reply  to  that 
argument,  Mr.  President,  by  saying  what 
we  ought  to  do  is  to  tell  the  State  leg¬ 
islatures  to  assume  their  responsibilities 
in  connection  with  the  development  of 
rural  roads  in  their  own  State,  and  not 
be  asking  all  the  taxpayers  of  America 
to  be  pouring  Federal-aid  funds,  under 
this  section  of  the  bill,  into  their  States 
to  build  farm  roads  which  the  States 
ought  to  build  themselves.  That  is  the 
burden  of  my  argument. 

Coming  back  to  Mr.  Baldock’s  letter, 
he  said: 

If  this  $150,000,000  is  available  for  roads, 
it  should  be  added  to  the  amounts  to  be 
expended  on  the  interstate  highway  system, 
the  primary  highway  system,  the  secondary 
highway  system,  and  the  urban  system,  the 
systems  which  carry  most  of  the  traffic,  and 
which  are  presently  so  sorely  in  need  of 
construction,  reconstruction,  and  improve¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  President,  one  listening  to  the 
debate  would  get  the  idea  that  the  only 
roads  in  America  which  are  crying  for 
improvement  and  construction  and  re¬ 
pair  are  the  back-in-the-hills  roads,  local 
in  nature,  so  far  as  the  traffic  they  serve 
is  concerned,  but  that  the  great  primary 
interstate  and  secondary  road  systems 
are  in  an  excellent  condition.  That  is 
not  true.  I  do  not  think  we  begin  to  go 
far  enough  in  this  bill  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  national  defense  to  appropriate 
the  money  which  ought  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  for  the  construction  immediately  of 
primary  and  secondary  roads. 

I  completely  disagree  with  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  in  his  recom¬ 
mendation  made  today  that  the  appro¬ 
priations  in  the  road  bill  be  reduced.  If 
I  had  my  way,  Mr.  President,  in  view  of 
the  international  crisis  which  confronts 
us,  we  would  increase  the  appropriations 
in  the  bill,  and  I  would  say  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States,  “Here  is  a  bill 
vital  to  the  national  defense  program.’’ 


Believe  me,  if  an  all-out  war  should  start 
in  this  world,  we  would  need  the  roads 
of  America  and  we  would  need  them  im¬ 
mediately. 

The  indisputable  fact  is  that  during 
World  War  II  we  permitted  the  primary 
and  secondary  road  systems  to  fall  into 
a  state  of  great  disrepair,  and  they  are 
still  in  a  state  of  bad  disrepair. 

I  happen  to  be  one  who,  because  of 
the  location  of  my  home,  frequently 
drives  across,  the  country  over  various 
routes.  I  sometimes  go  through  the 
State  of  Minnesota,  the  State  from  which 
the  present  Presiding  Officer  [Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey]  comes.  I  sometimes  go  through 
Iowa.  I  sometimes  take  the  southern 
route  and  go  through  Colorado  and  on 
up  from  that  direction. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  prefer  not  to  yield. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  was  simply  going 
to  suggest  that  the  Senator  could  come 
through  South  Carolina  and  we  would 
all  welcome  him. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  sure  that  if  I  went 
to  South  Carolina  I  would  find  exactly 
the  same  condition  I  am  now  going  to 
describe,  because  I  think  the  condition 
is  national  in  nature. 

As  one  who  makes  at  least  two  trans¬ 
continental  round  trips  by  automobile  a 
year,  across  the  United  States — and  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  year  I  have  made  three  such 
trips — I  wish  to  say  that  I  have  yet  to 
find  a  route  across  America,  whether  I 
take  the  northern  or  the  central  or  the 
southern  route,  where  I  have  not  found 
the  roads  to  be  in  a  shameful  state  of 
disrepair.  They  are  a  part  of  the  inter¬ 
state  system.  The  roads  got  that  way 
during  the  war  because  we  were  divert¬ 
ing  so  much  of  our  national  energy  to 
other  things.  But  the  roads  are  in  bad 
disrepair.  So  I  will  say  to  the  President 
of  the  United  States  that,  instead  of  ad¬ 
vising  us  to  cut  down  the  appropriations 
in  this  bill,  he  ought  to  be  recommend¬ 
ing  an  increase  in  appropriations  con¬ 
tained  in  the  bill  from  the  standpoint  of 
national  defense,  from  the  standpoint  of 
getting  our  production  material,  which 
is  so  essential  to  the  prosecution  of  a 
war,  to  the  ports  of  embarkation  in  the 
quickest  possible  time. 

That  is  why  I  say  it  is  a  mistake  to 
use  language  in  the  bill  which  will 
handicap  the  road  commissions  of  vari¬ 
ous  States  in  making  the  most  beneficial 
use  of  these  funds  for  the  construction 
and  repair  of  roads  in  their  States,  de¬ 
termined  by  what  is  best  for  the  econ¬ 
omy  of  their  States.  They  are  much 
better  qualified  than  is  the  Congress  to 
determine  how  the  money  should  be 
spent. 

What  is  wrong  with  the  language  on 
page  13  of  the  bill  is  that  we  are  set¬ 
ting  ourselves  up  as  the  Senate  to  say, 
for  example,  to  Mr.  Baldock,  one  of  the 
great  road  authorities  in  America,  “We 
are  better  qualified  to  tell  you,  Mr.  Bal¬ 
dock,  how  these  funds  should  be  spent 
in  Oregon  than  you  are  yourself.”  We 
cannot  justify  that,  Mr.  President.  I  am 
still  hoping  that  my  plea  will  cause  the 
able  members  of  the  committee  to  take 
note  of  what  these  road  authorities  say 
so  that  between  now  and  Tuesday  the 
committee  members  will  try  to  work  out 


some  language  which  wil  make  It  pos¬ 
sible  for  me  to  join  forces  with  them.  I 
should  like  to  join  forces  with  them,  but 
I  cannot  do  so  when  there  is  in  the  bill 
this  language  which  does  such  injustice 
to  my  State. 

Let  us  consider  the  primary  and  sec¬ 
ondary  road  systems  of  my  State  which 
are  used  to  take  logs  to  the  sawmills. 
Unless  Senators  are  familiar  with  the 
size  of  those  loads  and  the  great  weight 
,that  is  hauled,  they  cannot  fully  appre¬ 
ciate  the  soundness  of  Mr.  Baldock’s 
argument  in  his  letter  to  me.  Lumber 
has  been  one  of  the  critical  materials 
for  a  long  period  of  time.  It  is  now 
high  on  the  priority  list,  insofar  as  de¬ 
fense  interests  are  concerned.  However, 
our  so-called  timber  access  roads  and 
the  highways  over  which  we  are  hauling 
logs  have  gone  to  pieces;  and  our  State 
Highway  Commission  needs  to  be  put 
into  a  position  where  it  can  determine 
where  this  money  should  be  spent  in  the 
best  interests  of  the  economy  of  the 
State.  However,  this  section  of  the  bill 
does  not  permit  that  to  be  done. 

Mr.  President,  while  I  am  discussing 
the  matter  of  hauling  logs  and  the  need 
for  money  for  the  development  of  pri¬ 
mary  and  secondary  roads — which  devel¬ 
opment,  as  Mr.  Baldock  suggests  in  his 
letter,  can  best  serve  the  farmers  of  Ore¬ 
gon,  too— let  me  point  out  the  need  for 
access  timber  roads  into  Federal  forests. 
I  wish  to  say  that  the  section  of  the  bill 
which  provides  an  authorization  of  funds 
for  access  timber  roads,  although  help¬ 
ful,  is  not  as  helpful  as  it  should  be,  be¬ 
cause  it  does  not  authorize  sufficient 
funds  to  permit  us  to  build  the  access 
timber  roads  we  need.  I  take  this  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  say  that  in  recent  weeks  one 
of  the  high  officials  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment,  working  on  plans  for  wartime 
civilian  and  economic  mobilization,  has 
told  me  that  access  roads  into  federally 
owned  timber  are  within  the  upper  10 
percent  of  priority  needs,  so  far  as  con¬ 
cerns  a  civilian  defense  program,  we 
have  great  stands  of  Federal  timber 
which  now  are  not  available  to  produc¬ 
tion,  for  the  simple  reason  that  we  do 
not  have  access  roads  into  the  timber. 
The  failure  to  provide  such  roads  in¬ 
volves  a  great  economic  waste,  also,  be¬ 
cause  a  great  deal  of  that  timber  is 
spoiling. 

Of  course,  I  know  that  certain  power¬ 
ful  economic  interests  have  not  encour¬ 
aged  the  building  of  such  access  roads  by 
the  Federal  Government  because  they 
would  prefer  to  prevent  the  construction 
of  the  roads  and  thereby  force  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  to  put  large  tracts  of 
Federal  timber  on  the  auction  block  to 
large  timber  holdings,  and  then  let  those 
large  timber  holdings  build  their  own  ac¬ 
cess  roads,  and  squeeze  out  the  little  fel¬ 
lows,  and  thus  give  to  the  large,  powerful 
timber  interests  great  monopolistic  con¬ 
trol  over  Federal  timber.  Well,  Mr. 
President,  they  will  never  do  it  with  my 
vote. 

It  was  about  a  year  ago,  I  believe,  that 
I  made  that  fight  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate.  The  Senate  was  very  kind  to  me 
then,  because  it  recognized  the  sound¬ 
ness  of  the  point  I  made,  namely,  that 
there  is  a  need  for  the  construction  of 
access  timber  roads.  About  a  year  ago 
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the  Senate  passed  my  access  timber 
reads  bill,  but  now  it  is  bottled  up  in 
the  House  of  Representatives,  although 
high  Government  officials  are  telling  me 
that  the  need  for  access  timber  roads 
is  so  great  that  they  are  considered  in 
the  upper  10  percent  of  civilian  defense 
priorities. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  have  with  me 
at  this  time,  although  I  wish  I  did — and 
1  shall  insert  it  in  the  Record  next 
week — a  statement  appearing  recently  in 
the  Oregon  newspapers  by  one  of  the 
great  industrial  statesmen  in  Oregon,  a 
man  who  recognizes  the  need  for  access 
timber  roads. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAYBANK,  I  am  sure  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  is  familiar  with  the 
matter  to  which  I  shall  refer  now,  be¬ 
cause  recently  I  have  received  many 
telegrams  and  letters  about  it.  Never¬ 
theless,  I  shall  ask  him  whether  he  is 
aware  of  the  enormous  demand  from 
contractors  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  for 
the  construction  of  reads  which  will  per¬ 
mit  certain  work  to  be  done  in  Alaska. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yes;  I  am  familiar  with 
that  demand.  That  is  why  I  am  digress¬ 
ing  from  my  principal  remarks  of  this 
afternoon,  to  discuss  the  access  timber 
roads.  I  wish  to  express  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Carolina  my  thanks  for 
the  wholehearted  support  he  gave  me 
last  year  in  getting  the  access  timber 
roads  bill  through  the  Senate.  He  did 
so  because  he  also  recognizes  the  need 
for  such  roads. 

Mr.  President,  I  was  speaking  of  a 
statement  made  by  a  great  industrial 
statesman  in  my  State,  Mr.  Stamm.  A 
few  weeks  ago  he  made  a  statement  in 
which  he  deplored  the  fact  that  the  ac¬ 
cess  timber  roads  bill  is  bottled  up  in 
the  House  of  Representatives.  In  his 
statement  he  pointed  out  that  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  national  interest,  that 
bill  recognizes  one  of  the  critical  needs, 
namely,  the  need  to  have  access  roads 
built  to  Federal  timber,  so  that  cutting 
can  be  conducted  on  a  sustained-yield 
basis,  a  sound  conservation  basis,  and  an 
end  can  be  made  of  the  present  condi¬ 
tion,  whereby  certain  powerful  groups 
seem  to  be  capable  of  preventing  the 
passage  by  Congress  of  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  which  would  make  possible  the  con¬ 
struction  of  these  access  timber  roads. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  The  testimony  pre¬ 
sented  last  year  before  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  showed  that  for  every 
dollar  we  spend  on  the  access  roads  in 
the  States  of  Oregon  and  Washington, 
dividends  of  almost  100  percent  are  paid. 
In  fact,  I  may  say  that  condition  obtains 
throughout  the  United  States. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yes,  there  can  be  no 
question  about  that.  There  would  be 
returned  to  the  Federal  Treasury  many, 
many  times  the  cost  of  these  roads,  by 
way  of  the  increased  stumpage  prices 
the  Federal  Government  would  receive 
as  the  result  of  the  construction  of  these 
roads,  if  we  could  get  the  Morse  access 
timber  roads  bill  through  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  to  the  President’s 
desk  for  signature. 


Mr.  MAYBANK.  The  Senator  from 
Oregon  is  correct,  because  the  testimony 
also  was  that  there  is  so  much  publicly 
owned  property  to  the  west  of  the  Mis¬ 
sissippi  River  that  if  these  roads  are  built 
the  Government  can  save  much  money. 

Mr.  MORSE.  There  is  no  question 
about  that;  and  such  roads  are  needed 
in  the  Senator’s  State  of  South  Carolina, 
as  well  as  in  my  own  State. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Such  roads  are  needed 
in  North  Carolina,  South  Carolina,  Geor¬ 
gia,  and  elsewhere  in  the  South,  where 
there  are  also  great  stands  of  timber. 
These  roads  are  needed  in  those  areas,  as 
well  as  in  the  western  areas. 

Mr.  President,  I  return  to  Mr.  Bal- 
dock’s  letter  and  the  statements  he 
makes  about  the  objections  to  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill,  which  I  have  been  discussing. 
He  says: 

They  are  roads  which  should  he  improved 
and  maintained  by  local  governmental  agen¬ 
cies.  If  this  $150,000,000  is  available  for 
roads,  it  should  be  added  to  the  amounts  to 
be  expended  on  the  interstate  highway  sys¬ 
tem,  the  primary  highway  system,  the  sec¬ 
ondary  highway  system,  and  the  urban  sys¬ 
tem,  the  systems  which  carry  most  of  the 
traffic  and  which  are  presently  so  sorely  in 
need  of  construction,  reconstruction,  and 
improvement. 

The  matching  plan  for  this  money,  as  set 
up  in  the  bill;  namely,  40  percent  by  the 
Federal  Government,  25  percent  by  the  State, 
and  35  percent  by  the  county,  would  be 
difficult  of  accomplishment,  as  the  State 
might  be  more  inclined  to  apply  its  avail¬ 
able  moneys  on  State  highways  than  on 
county  roads.  The  limit  of  $4,000  per  mile  on 
the  Federal  participation  in  cost  would  be 
another  stumbling  block,  as  this  limitation 
would,  in  nearly  all  cases,  require  excess 
contributions  of  considerable  amount  by  the 
States  and/or  the  county. 

The  proposal  to  set  up  this  tertiary  or 
third  structure  Federal-aid  roads  under  the 
cry  of  “taking  the  farmer  out  of  the  mud’’ 
would  dissipate  not  only  the  Federal  funds 
but  also  the  State  funds.  In  the  case  of  the 
State  of  Oregon,  it  will  divert — 

Note  this,  Mr.  President — 
from  needed  highway  improvements  $1,500,- 
000  per  year,  or  approximately  10  percent  of 
our  total  construction  program. 

In  other  words,  what  we  are  saying  in 
this  language  of  the  bill  to  the  State  of 
Oregon  is,  “We,  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States,  believe  that  we  know  best  how 
you  should  spend  your  money  in  Oregon 
for  the  development  of  your  roads  from 
the  standpoint  of  the  economy  of  your 
State.  We,  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States,  set  ourselves  up  to  tell  you,  the 
road  authorities  in  the  State  of  Oregon, 
that  you  ought  to  divert  $1,500,000  a 
year,  or  approximately  10  percent  of  your 
total  road  construction  program,  for  the 
building  of  roads  which  you  have  decid¬ 
ed  you  either  do  not  need  or  which  you 
have  already  improved.” 

Mr.  President,  I  simply  cannot  under¬ 
stand  the  Senate’s  taking  that  kind  of 
arbitrary  action.  I  say  it  is  arbitrary 
action.  I  say,  most  respectfully,  that 
we  are  not  the  ones  best  qualified  to  de¬ 
termine  for  the  State  of  Oregon  how 
much  of  its  State  funds  should  be  di¬ 
verted  for  the  development  of  country 
roads.  I  take  the  position  that  the 
State  officials  of  my  State  know  what  is 
best  for  the  road  program  of  my  State, 
and  I  think  it  is  very  unreasonable  for 


the  Senate  of  the  United  States  to  adopt 
language  which  will  have  the  effect  in 
Oregon  that  Mr.  Baldock,  our  State  high¬ 
way  engineer,  says  this  language  will 
have.  He  goes  on  to  say: 

The  entire  economy  of  the  State  is  geared 
to  the  present  Federal-aid  primary  and  sec¬ 
ondary  system.  These  roads  are  badly  in 
need  of  improvement,  and  it  would  be  ab¬ 
surd  to  divert  State  and  Federal  monies  from 
these  types  of  roads  carrying  appreciable 
traffic  to  roads  that  carry  a  traffic  of  from 
10  to  50  cars  per  day. 

I  simply  do  not  think  there  is  an  an¬ 
swer  to  that  statement.-  I  have  heard 
no  answer  to  it  in  this  debate.  I  simply 
do  not  think  the  committee  can  answer 
Mr.  Baldock’s  argument,  when  he  says 
that  the  effect  of  this  language  in  the 
bill  would  be  to  order  the  highway  au¬ 
thorities  of  Oregon  to  divert  $1,500,000  a 
year  from  their  funds,  which  is  approxi¬ 
mately  10  percent  of  their  total  con¬ 
struction  program,  and  spent  it  on  roads 
which  they,  who  know  the  road  prob¬ 
lems  of  Oregon,  say  would  not  be  in  the 
best  interests  of  the  economy  of  the 
State.  We  should  not  set  ourselves  up 
in  that  way. 

I  do  not  think  his  argument  is  an¬ 
swered  by  saying  “We  think  he  is  mak¬ 
ing  a  rather  strict  construction  of  the 
language,”-  because,  as  he  points  out  to 
me,  he  cannot  say  that  it  would  be  im¬ 
practicable  to  spend  the  money  in  that 
way,  but  it  would  not  be  wise  to  spend  it 
in  that  way.  There  is  a  great  difference 
between  the  meaning  of  the  word  “wise” 
and  the  meaning  of  the  word  “imprac¬ 
ticable.”  I  think  the  committee  should 
give  heed  to  the  representations  of  an 
authority  such  as  Mr.  Baldock  and  help 
those  of  us  in  the  Senate  from  the  States 
that  would  suffer  great  injury  by  the 
language  of  this  bill  to  find  some  lan¬ 
guage  or  a  draft  some  language  which 
will  accomplish  what  the  committee  has 
in  mind  in  respect  to  the  States  in  which 
the  highway  commissions  want  to  use 
the  money  for  the  purpose  of  building 
country  roads,  irrespective  of  the  differ¬ 
ences  I  have  with  the  committee  over 
the  matter  of  policy  involved.  I  think 
the  committee  ought  to  try  to  work  out 
with  us  some  language  which  will  meet 
the  needs  of  the  States  which  want  to 
use  the  money  for  the  so-called  country 
roads,  but  which  at  the  same  time  will 
not  put  the  road  commissions  in  States 
such  as  Oregon,  which  have  done  such 
a  fine  job  in  developing  the  country 
roads,  in  such  a  position  that  they  will 
have  to  divert  $1,500,000  a  year,  or  ap¬ 
proximately  10  percent,  as  Mr.  Baldock 
says,  of  their  total  construction  program, 
to  the  construction  of  roads  which  they 
are  satisfied  would  not  be  in  the  best 
interests  of  the  economy  of  the  State, 
when  viewed  from  a  comparative  stand¬ 
point  with  the  need  for  the  expenditure 
of  the  money  on  primary  and  secondary 
roads. 

Returning  to  Mr.  Baldock’s  letter,  he 
says : 

This  is  really  a  very  serious  matter  and  is, 
in  my  opinion,  highly  political  in  character 
and  opposed  to  the  economic  development  of 
the  States  and  the  Nation.  An  attempt  to 
relieve  those  benefited  by  land-service  roads 
of  land  taxes  and  to  substitute  therefor  gen¬ 
eral  taxes  on  all  the  people,  to  be  matched 
by  road-user  funds  of  the  States,  is  not  eco- 
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comically  sound.  Such  action  operates  to 
Increase  the  tendency  of  the  people  to  lean 
upon  the  Federal  Government  for  all  man¬ 
ner  of  things  so  that  the  people  will  more 
or  less  lose  sight  of  the  fact  that  the  people 
must  support  the  Government,  not  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  support  the  people. 

Of  course  that  argument  supports  an 
observation  I  made  in  my  speech  earlier 
this  afternoon,  that  we  must  watch  out 
for  a  growing  dissatisfaction  with  the 
Federal-aid  program,  in  that  more  and 
more  people  are  beginning  to  believe  that 
we  are  making  an  overuse  of  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  Federal  aid.  Again  I  say,  al¬ 
though  I  am  for  Federal  aid  in  helping 
solve  problems  which  are  vested  both 
with  a  national  and  a  State  interest,  that 
I  quite  agree  with  Mr.  Baldock  that  we 
must  watch  out  for  its  misuse  and  abuse. 

Returning  to  his  letter,  he  says : 

The  Government’s  interest  In  these  low- 
class  roads  is  certainly  of  questionable  pro¬ 
priety.  The  Government  should  concern 
Itself  with  the  main  trunk  highways,  par¬ 
ticularly  the  interstate  system  which  ties 
the  States  together  and  which  has  proved  to 
be  absolutely  necessary  in  the  defense  of  the 
Nation,  and  the  Federal  Government  should 
not  interest  itself  in  these  third-order  roads 
which  should  be  the  responsibility  of  the 
landowner. 

The  present  Federal  Highway  Act  is  based 
upon  agreement  between  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  autonomous  States.  It  has 
worked  out  remarkably  well  in  the  past  30 
years  and  it  should  be  continued.  Additional 
Federal  funds  should  be  earmarked  for  the 
building  of  the  interstate  system  and  addi¬ 
tional  Federal  funds  should  be  provided  for 
the  restoration  of  the  depreciated  primary 
highway  facilities.  Failure  to  provide  these 
funds  for  this  greatly  needed  work  would  be 
a  severe  blow  to  the  entire  economy  of  the 
Nation.  Failure  to  carry  on  the  restoration 
of  the  depreciated  highway  facilities  has  al¬ 
ready  brought  about  a  grave  and  serious 
problem,  and  the  economic  expansion  of  the 
entire  Nation  has  been  retarded.  It  is  cer¬ 
tainly  no  time,  when  funds  are  so  greatly 
needed  for  the  roads  of  major  importance,  to 
even  talk  of  Federal  expenditures  on  low- 
class  roads.  First  things  should  come  first. 

Section  11.  The  provisions  of  this  section 
authorizing  $50,000,000  for  the  construction 
and  maintenance  of  various  classes  of  roads 
having  to  do  with  military  establishments 
and  defense  industries  are  so  broad  and  so 
vague  with  respect  to  eligibility  of  projects, 
selection  of  projects,  control  of  work,  respon¬ 
sibility  for  maintenance,  et  cetera,  that  they 
afford  no  adequate  basis  for  an  efficient  ex¬ 
penditure  of  an  amount  of  that  magnitude. 

Mr.  President,  the  remainder  of  Mr. 
Baldock’s  letter  goes  to  other  sections 
of  the  bill  than  the  one  to  which  I  have 
been  directing  most  of  my  attention. 
Therefore,  without  reading  the  entire 
letter,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  at  this  point  in  my  remarks,  in' 
the  interest  of  continuity,  because  of  the 
many  diversions  I  have  made  from  it, 
Mr.  Baldock’s  entire  letter. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Oregon  State  Highway  Commission, 

Salem,  May  18,  1950. 
Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Morse:  With  reference  to 
your  recent  letter  with  regard  to  the  differ¬ 
ences  between  S.  3424  and  H.  R.  7941  (the 
first  being  the  Senate  road  bill,  the  second 
the  House  road  bill  of  1950) ,  the  following 
report  is  made: 


S.  3424  would  provide  $550,000,000  for  each 
of  the  fiscal  years  1952  and  1953,  of  regular 
Federal  aid  for  primary,  secondary,  and 
urban  systems  under  the  same  formula  and 
matching  ratio  as  provided  in  the  act  of  1948. 
H.  R.  7941  provides  $500,000,000  per  year  for 
the  same  purpose.  The  authorizations  for 
forest-development  roads  and  trails,  park 
roads  and  parkways,  and  Indian  lands  are 
comparable  to  those  provisions  in  H.  R.  7941, 
although  there  would  be  more  money  pro¬ 
vided  under  the  Senate  bill  than  the  House 
bill. 

For  the  interstate  system  the  Senate  bill 
authorizes  $100,000,000  on  a  50-50  matching 
ratio  in  comparison  to  $70,000,000  per  year 
for  the  House  version.  The  Senate  version 
would  appropriate  the  money  on  a  one-third 
population,  one-third  area,  and  one-third 
post-road  mileage  basis  in  comparison  to  a 
population  basis  under  the  House  version. 
The  bill  contains  the  same  bond  provision, 
maintenance  provision,  and  the  disaster  pro¬ 
vision  as  contained  in  the  House  bill.  Here 
the  similarity  .ends. 

The  Senate  bill  provides  $64,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  years  of  1951-58  for  the  completion  of 
the  Inter-American  Highway  and  $8,000,000 
for  the  completion  of  what  is  known  as  the 
Rama  Road  in  Nicaragua.  It  also  includes 
provision  for  the  inclusion  of  Alaska  in  the 
apportionment  of  the  Federal-aid  funds  and 
for  the  transfer  of  the  responsibility  of  the 
administration  of  funds  in  Alaska  from  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  to  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads.  The  Senate  bill  provides  a 
total  of  $50,000,000  for  access  roads  to  mili¬ 
tary  establishments  and  other  establishments 
of  that  nature  under  a  rather  vague  formula 
for  the  allocation  and  a  variable  formula  for 
the  matching  of  these  funds. 

Section  12  of  the  bill,  which  is  quite  con¬ 
troversial,  provides  $150,000,000  per  year  on 
a  2-year  authorization  for  county  roads,  and 
$150,000,000  would  be  available  for  the  fiscal 
year  beginning  July  1,  1950,  in  contrast  to 
the  other  portions  of  the  bill,  the  moneys  of 
which  are  available  for  the  fiscal  year  begin¬ 
ning  July  1,  1951.  It  provides  that  the  funds 
for  this  purpose  shall  be  available  on  a 
matching  basis  of  40  percent  Federal  funds, 
35  percent  county  funds,  and  25  percent 
State  funds. 

Section  13  is  a  quite  unusual  provision, 
having  to  do  with  bypasses  around  cities  and 
towns  and  would  require  that  public  hearings 
be  held  prior  to  any  final  action. 

This  is  a  brief  resume  of  the  differences  in 
the  bills.  Permit  me  now  to  point  out  the 
objectionable  features  in  the  Senate  bill. 

It  seems  rather  peculiar  to  have  an  au¬ 
thorization  for  7  years  for  the  Inter-Ameri¬ 
can  Highway,  whereas  authorizations  are 
made  only  on  a  2-year  basis  in  the  case  of 
Federal-aid  funds  for  the  States.  A  review 
of  the  matching  requirements  discloses  that 
the  Central  American  countries  would  put  up 
very  little  of  the  money.  It  is  my  opinion 
that  authorizations  to  the  Central  American 
countries  for  road  funds  should  be  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  a  separate  bill  and  should  not  be  con¬ 
fused  with  the  authorization  of  funds  for 
highways  of  the  several  States  of  this  Union. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  Senate  theory  of 
apportionment  (which  is  one-third  popula¬ 
tion,  one-third  area,  and  one-third  post  road 
mileage)  as  given  in  section  4  is  equitable. 
Owing  to  the  proportionately  greater  mile¬ 
age  of  interstate  highways  required  in  popu¬ 
lous  areas  as  compared  with  less  populous 
areas,  and  to  the  excessive  per  mile  cost  of 
building  interstate  highways  in  densely  pop¬ 
ulated  areas,  there  is  not  the  same  need  for 
the  area  and  post  road  mileage  factors  in  the 
allocation  formula  for  interstate  funds  that 
there  is  in  the  formulas  used  in  the  alloca¬ 
tion  of  primary  and  secondary  Federal-aid 
funds.  Estimates  of  the  costs  to  build  the 
interstate  system  in  the  various  States  indi¬ 
cate  that,  even  with  an  allocation  based  100 
percent  on  population,  the  Federal  funds  will 
be  a  less  proportion  of  total  cost  in  small  but 


populous  State  than  in  a  large  but  sparsely 
settled  State.  For  Instance,  compare  the 
States  of  Massachusetts  and  North  Dakota: 


Sharo  of 
cost  of 
interstate 
system 

Allocation 
pro  rata 
based  on 
population 
alone 

Allocation 
pro  rata 
based  on 

14  popula¬ 
tion,  'A 
area,  and  14 
post  roads 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

Massachusetts _ 

■1.01 

3.  28 

0. 60 

North  Dakota.... 

.40 

-49 

.08 

Thus  it  is  obvious  that  the  one-third  pop¬ 
ulation,  one-third  area,  and  one-third  post¬ 
road  mileage  basis  of  allocation  is  unequita¬ 
ble  when  applied  to  interstate  highway  funds 
as  proposed  in  S.  3424. 

Section  10  extends  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Road  Act  to  the  Territory  of 
Alaska  and  transfers  to  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  those  functions  in  connection  with 
Alaskan  roads  which  presently  come  within 
the  control  of  the  Department  of  Interior. 
I  believe  that  the  appropriation  for  Alaska 
should  be  made  separate  and  apart  from 
the  road  bill  because  there  is  little  in  com¬ 
mon  with  the  States  of  the  Union,  and  the 
need  for  roads  in  Alaska  is  primarily  for 
military  defense  purposes  and  should  be  in 
a  separate  bill  for  that  purpose.  I  believe 
that  the  transfer  from  the  Department  of 
Interior  to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  will 
be  helpful. 

Section  12  would  establish  a  new  classifi¬ 
cation  of  roads  which  are  local  or  land- 
service  roads  and  might  be  classed  as  tertiary 
or  third-order  roads  in  contrast  to  the  pres¬ 
ent  primary  and  Federal-aid  designations. 
The  county  roads  on  which  the  expenditure 
of  $150,000,000  is  to  be  authorized  under  the 
provisions  of  this  section  are  local  and  land- 
service  roads  carrying  less  than  15  percent 
of  the  Nation’s  rural  traffic.  They  are  roads 
which  should  be  improved  and  maintained 
by  local  governmental  agencies.  If  this 
$150,000,000  is  available  for  roads,  it  should 
be  added  to  the  amounts  to  be  expended  on 
the  interstate  highway  system,  the  primary 
highway  system,  the  secondary  highway  sys¬ 
tem  and  the  urban  system,  the  systems  which 
carry  most  of  the  traffic  and  which  are  pres¬ 
ently  so  sorely  in  need  of  construction,  re¬ 
construction,  and  improvement. 

The  matching  plan  for  this  money,  as  set 
up  in  the  bill,  namely,  40  percent  by  the 
Federal  Government,  25  percent  by  the  State 
and  35  percent  by  the  county  would  be  diffi¬ 
cult  of  accomplishment  as  the  State  might  be 
more  inclined  to  apply  its  available  moneys 
on  State  highways  than  on  county  roads. 
The  limit  of  $4,000  per  mile  on  the  Federal 
participation  in  cost  would  be  another 
stumbling  block,  as  this  limitation  would, 
in  nearly  all  cases,  require  excess  contribu¬ 
tions  of  considerable  amount  by  the  State 
and/or  the  county. 

The  proposal  to  set  up  this  tertiary  or  third 
structure  of  Federal-aid  roads  under  the  cry 
of  “taking  the  farmer  out  of  the  mud”  will 
dissipate  not  only  the  Federal  funds  but  also 
the  State  funds.  In  the  case  of  the  State  of 
Oregon,  it  will  divert  from  needed  highway 
improvements  $1,500,000  per  year,  or  approxi¬ 
mately  10  percent  of  our  total  construction 
program.  The  entire  economy  of  the  State 
is  geared  to  the  present  Federal-aid  primary 
and  secondary  system.  These  roads  are  badly 
in  need  of  improvement  and  it  would  be  ab¬ 
surd  to  divert  State  and  Federal  moneys  from 
these  types  of  roads  carrying  appreciable 
traffic  to  roads  that  carry  a  traffic  of  from 
10  to  50  cars  per  day. 

This  is  really  a  very  serious  matter  and 
is,  in  my  opinion,  highly  political  in  char¬ 
acter  and  opposed  to  the  economic  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  States  and  the  Nation.  An  at¬ 
tempt  to  relieve  those  benefited  by  land- 
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service  roads  of  land  taxes  and  to  substitute 
therefor  general  taxes  on  all  the  people,  to 
be  matched  by  road-user  funds  of  the  States, 
is  not  economically  sound.  Such  action  op¬ 
erates  to  increase  the  tendency  of  the  people 
to  lean  upon  the  Federal  Government  for  all 
manner  of  things  so  that  the  people  will  more 
or  less  lose  sight  of  the  fact  that  the  people 
must  support  the  Government,  not  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  support  the  people. 

The  Government’s  interest  in  these  low- 
class  roads  is  certainly  of  questionable  pro¬ 
priety.  The  Government  should  concern  it¬ 
self  with  the  main  trunk  highways  particu¬ 
larly  the  interstate  system  which  ties  the 
States  together  and  which  has  proved  to  be 
absolutely  necessary  in  the  defense  of  the 
Nation,  and  the  Federal  Government  should 
not  interest  itself  in  these  third-order  roads 
which  should  be  the  responsibility  of  the 
landowner. 

The  present  Federal  Highway  Act  is  based 
upon  agreement  between  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  the  autonomous  States.  It  has 
worked  out  remarkably  well  in  the  past  30 
years  and  it  should  be  continued.  Additional 
Federal  funds  should  be  earmarked  for  the 
building  of  the  interstate  system  and  addi¬ 
tional  Federal  funds  should  be  provided  for 
the  restoration  of  the  depreciated  primary 
highway  facilities.  Failure  to  provide  these 
funds  for  this  greatly  needed  work  would 
be  a  severe  blow  to  the  entire  economy  of 
the  Nation.  Failure  to  carry  on  the  restora¬ 
tion  of  the  depreciated  highway  facilities 
has  already  brought  about  a  grave  and  se¬ 
rious  problem,  and  the  economic  expansion 
of  the  entire  Nation  has  been  retarded.  It 
is  certainly  no  time,  when  funds  are  so 
greatly  needed  for  the  roads  of  major  im¬ 
portance,  to  even  talk  of  Federal  expendi¬ 
tures  on  low-class  roads.  First  things  should 
come  first. 

Section  11.  The  provisions  of  this  section 
authorizing  $50,000,000  for  the  construction 
and  maintenance  of  various  classes  of  roads 
having  to  do  with  military  establishments 
and  defense  industries  are  so  broad  and  so 
vague  with  respect  to  eligibility  of  projects, 
selection  of  projects,  control  of  work,  respon¬ 
sibility  for  maintenance,  et  cetera,  that  they 
afford  no  adequate  basis  for  an  efficient  ex¬ 
penditure  of  an  amount  of  that  magnitude. 
Operation  of  the  provisions  is  made  more 
complex,  too,  by  the  clauses  which  require 
the  application  of  regular  Federal-aid  funds 
and  State  funds  on  access  road  projects  which 
are  on  the  Federal-aid  systems.  If  this  au¬ 
thorization  is  to  be  left  in  the  bill,  the  pro¬ 
visions  governing  its  use  should  be  made 
more  definite. 

One  of  the  only  desirable  features  in  S. 
3424  over  H.  R.  7941  is  the  provision  in 
section  1  which  permits  the  State  to  use 
25  percent  of  its  primary  funds  on  secondary 
projects  or  25  percent  of  its  secondary  funds 
on  primary  projects  in  that  it  affords  a 
means  of  adjusting  funds  to  better  meet  the 
needs  of  each  particular  State.  The  speci¬ 
fied  division  of  funds  as  between  primary 
and  secondary  classifications  is  not  an  equit¬ 
able  division  in  all  States. 

Section  13.  The  holding  of  hearings  and 
the  obtaining  of  the  approval  of  the  gov¬ 
ernor  will  operate  to  delay  the  getting  of 
work  under  way  and  will  seldom  change  the 
result,  as  the  by-passing  of  cities,  towns  and 
villages  seldom  is  done  without  due  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  economic  effect  upon  the  city, 
town  or  village. 

The  provision  which  denies  the  right  to 
construct  a  by-pass  if  the  city,  town  or  vil¬ 
lage  elects  to  obtain  rights  of  way  for  the 
improvement  on  the  existing  route,  provided 
“there  are.no  further  factors  of  major  im¬ 
portance,”  will  also  operate  to  delay  the  im¬ 
provement  without  any  considerable  com¬ 
pensating  benefit. 

Sections  1,  2,  and  3  provide  for  increased 
amounts  for  authorization  for  primary,  sec¬ 
ondary  and  urban  highways  and  interstate 


and  forest  highways,  and  it  would,  of  course, 
be  desirable  to  increase  the  amounts  because 
of  the  grave  inadequacy  of  our  present  high¬ 
way  systems.  However,  considering  all 
things,  it  would,  in  my  opinion,  be  much 
better  for  the  Senate  to  pass  a  road  bill 
which  corresponds  to  H.  R.  7941. 

Very  truly  yours, 

R.  H.  Baldock, 

State  Highway  Engineer. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  make  this  additional  comment  on 
the  letter.  It  says : 

Sections  1,  2,  and  3  provide  for  increased 
amounts  for  authorizations  for  primary,  sec¬ 
ondary  and  urban  highways  and  interstate 
and  forest  highways,  and  it  would,  of  course, 
be  desirable  to  increase  the  amounts  because 
of  the  grave  inadequacy  of  our  present  high¬ 
way  systems.  However,  considering  ail 
things,  it  would,  in  my  opinion,  be  much 
better  for  the  Senate  to  pass  a  road  bill 
which  corresponds  to  H.  R.  7941. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  before  me  a  tele¬ 
gram  which  I  received  from  Mr.  Ben  R. 
Chandler,  chairman,  Oregon  State  High¬ 
way  Commission.  He  is  a  very  promi¬ 
nent  bank  president  in  my  State,  a  man 
with  a  fine  record  of  public  service  over 
a  great  many  years,  who,  I  can  assure 
the  Senate,  is  a  keen  student  of  road 
problems,  and  his  advice  set  forth  in  this 
telegram  is  -worthy  of  very  careful  con¬ 
sideration.  In  the  telegram  he  says: 

Portland,  Oreg.,  July  17,  1950. 
Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Despite  fact  that  secondary  State  high¬ 
ways  carry  main  farm  to  market  traffic,  lum¬ 
ber  and  log  haul  traffic,  counties  will  want 
Federal  funds  for  low  traffic  county  roads 
because  growth  of  welfare  and  expense  of 
schools  combined  with  6  percent  tax  limi¬ 
tation  have  eliminated  county  road  funds. 
State  does  net  have  funds  to  match  Federal 
appropriations  for  county  roads  which  may 
cause  counties  to  try  next  legislature  to  get 
more  read-user  funds  and  still  further  han¬ 
dicap  State  Highway  Commission  from  build¬ 
ing  class  of  roads  which  support  Oregon’s 
economy.  Take  the  opportunity  to  warn 
you  that  passage  of  Senate  version  1950 
Road  biU  will  prevent  strengthening  second¬ 
ary  State  highways  which  carry  log  and  lum¬ 
ber  traffic  and  badly  handicap  timber  in¬ 
dustry  in  this  State. 

Ben  R.  Chandler, 
Chairman,  Oregon  State 
Highway  Commission. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  a  letter  which  I  received  from 
the  very  able  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez],  in  regard  to  the  Chandler  tele¬ 
gram  which  I  have  just  read  into  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

United  States  Senate, 
Committee  on  Public  Works, 

July  11,  1950. 

Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Morse:  I  have  your  letter 
of  July  7  with  which  you  enclosed  a  tele¬ 
gram  from  the  chairman  of  the  Oregon  State 
Highway  Commission  with  regard  to  amend¬ 
ments  to  H.  R.  7941  concerning  the  secondary 
read  provisions.  I  am  glad  to  have  the  views 
of  the  Chairman  of  the  Oregon  State  High¬ 
way  Commission  on  this  matter.  I  believe 
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that  there  has  been  considerable  misunder¬ 
standing  with  respect  to  the  application  and 
administration  of  the  secondary  road  funds, 
and  I  am  sure  that  the  .committee  hopes  to 
be  helpful  in  clarifying  this  problem. 

The  committee  expects  to  take  up  the  road 
bill  tomorrow  morning,  and  I  am  sure  that 
whatever  action  the  committee  decides  on 
concerning  the  secondary-road  problem  will 
be  fully  explained  in  the  report  on  the  bill. 

I  hope  that  when  the  committee’s  action  is 
taken,  and  the  full  explanation  is  available, 
it  will  be  possible  to  remove  the  misunder¬ 
standings  which  may  now  exist  due  to  in¬ 
complete  information  prior  to  the  action  of 
the  full  committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Dennis  Chavez, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works.  - 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  it  would 
be  cumulative  for  me  to  take  the  time 
to  read  and  comment  upon  other  com¬ 
munications  which  I  have  received  from 
Oregon,  which  bear  out  the  arguments 
which  Mr.  Chandler  and  Mr.  Baldock 
have  presented  to  me  and  which  I  have 
discussed  in  such  detail  in  this  speech. 
Therefore,  I  simply  ask  permission  at 
this  time  to  have  printed  in  the  body  of 
the  Record,  at  this  point,  as  a  part  of  my 
remarks,  a  telegram  which  I  received 
under  date  of  July  7,  1950,  from  Mr. 
James  H.  Howes,  secretary  of  Highway 
20  Association. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  telegram 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Newport,  Oreg.,  July  7,  1950. 
Eon.  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Urge  your  support  State  Highway  Commis¬ 
sion  position  re  Federal  highway  bill  as 
stated  their  telegram  July  sixth. 

Oregon  U.  S.  Highway  20  Association, 
James  H.  Howes,  Secretary. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  inserted  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  another  tele¬ 
gram  which  I  received  from  Mr.  Ben  R. 
Chandler,  under  date  of  July  7,  Mr. 
Chandler  being  chairman  of  the  Oregon 
State  Highway  Commission. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  telegram 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Salem,  Oreg.,  July  7,  1950. 
Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Senate  road  bill  which  amends  H.  R.  7941 
provides  $200,000,000  for  Federal  secondary 
highways  and  specifies  that  all  such  moneys 
be  spent  on  county  roads;  none  on  State 
highways  except  under  conditions  which 
will  be  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  accom¬ 
plish.  Oregon  has  3,000  miles  of  secondaries 
out  of  a  total  system  of  7,000.  Since  the  im¬ 
provement  of  secondary  State  highways  is 
imperative  for  Oregon’s  economy,  and  if  not 
accomplished  will  result  in  closures  of  many 
of  said  roads  to  timber  haul  and  other  large 
trucks,  such  as  cattle  trucks,  request  that 
you  prevail  on  Senate  Road  Committee  to 
remove  such  restrictions  or,  even  better,  to 
enact  a  road  bill  exactly  as  passed  by  House. 
Time  running  short,  and  unless  Senate  hur¬ 
ries  there  will  be  no  road  Bill  this  session, 
which  will  be  a  calamity,  not  only  to  this 
State  but  to  the  Nation  as  a  whole.  Please 
wire  answer  to  Salem. 

Ben  R.  Chandler, 
Chairman,  Oregon  State  Highway 

Commission, 
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Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point,  as  a  part  of 
my  remarks,  another  letter  which  I  re¬ 
ceived  from  Mr.  Baldock,  State  highway 
engineer  of  Oregon,  under  date  of  March 
15,  1950,  including  a  statement  he  made 
under  date  of  March  14  on  the  whole 
question  of  highway  development.  The 
heading  of  the  statement  is  as  follows : 

Statement  of  R.  H.  Baldock,  State  highway 
engineer  of  Oregon,  member,  executive  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  American  Association  of  State 
Highway  Officials,  before  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  House  of  Representatives,  con¬ 
cerning  a  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950, 
March  14,  1950. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
and  statement  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

American  Association  op 
State  Highway  Officials, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  March  15,  1950. 
The  Honorable  Wayne  Morse, 

Member  of  Congress, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Senator  Morse  :  This’  is  the  year 
for  the  passage  of  additional  Federal  road 
authorizations.  Pursuant  to  recent  conver¬ 
sation  with  your  secretary,  I  am  attaching 
hereto  the  statement  I  made  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  concerning  H.  R.  7398,  other¬ 
wise  known  as  the  House  1950  road  bill.  I 
am  likewise  attaching  a  copy  of  this  bill. 

Briefly,  the  1944  legislation  provided  for  the 
building  of  Federal-aid  highways  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  following  schedule: 

Primary  Federal-aid  highways.  $225,  000,  000 


Secondary  Federal-aid  high- 

highways _  150,  000,  000 

Urban  Federal-aid  highways _  125,  000,  000 


Total . . .  500,  000,  000 


In  1948  these  amounts  were  reduced  as 


follows : 

Primary  Federal-aid  highways.  $202,  500,000 
Secondary  Federal-aid  high¬ 
ways _  135, 000, 000 

Urban  Federal-aid  highways 112,  500,  000 


Total _  450,  000,  000 


H.  R.  7398  proposes  the  same  amounts  for 
the  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  systems 
as  provided  in  1944,  with  the  addition  of 
$70,000,000  earmarked  for  the  interstate  sys¬ 
tem,  or  a  total  of  $570,000,000.  The  Ameri¬ 
can  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials 
has  recommended  to  the  Congress  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  legislation  authorizing  the  following 
amounts : 

Interstate  system _ $210,  000,  000 

Primary  system _  270,  000,  000 

Secondary  system _  180,  000,  000 

Urban  system _  150,  000,  000 


Total.. _ _  810,000,000 

Supporting  data  for  the  need  of  replacing 
the  depreciated  facilities  of  the  highway 
plant  are  given  in  the  statement  which  I 
made  before  the  House  committee. 

There  is  probably  no  matter  before  the 
Congress  that  more  affects  the  well  being  of 
the  American  economy  than  this  road  bill. 

Last  year  there  was  introduced  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  several  bills  providing  for  a  tertiary,  or 
third-order,  Federal  system  of  roads  local  in 
character.  I  have  taken  occasion  in  this 
presentation  to  point  out  the  fallacy  of  such 
action.  Although  provision  for  a  tertiary 
system  of  roads  is  not  made  in  the  House  bill. 
It  is  probable  that  It  may  appear  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  version  and  will  possibly  necessitate  con¬ 
ference  between  the  Senate  and  the  House 
before  the  final  enactment  of  road  legislation 
this  session. 


I  would  appreciate  your  support  in  the  en¬ 
actment  of  legislation  in  the  Senate  com¬ 
parable  to  the  bill  now  in  the  House,  with 
additional  authorizations,  if  possible,  to 
bring  the  total  funds  up  to  those  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  American  Association  of  State 
Highway  Officials. 

I  am  sorfy  that  you  were  out  of  Washington 
while  I  was  here,  but  I  will  look  forward  to 
seeing  you  when  the  hearings  on  the  road 
bill  come  up  before  the  Senate,  if  I  can  pos¬ 
sibly  return.  If  you  agree  with  my  analysis 
of  the  situation,  perhaps  you  might  try  to 
persuade  Senator  Chavez,  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works,  to  enact 
Federal  legislation  in  the  Senate  comparable 
to  the  House  bill. 

Permit  me  to  wish  you  every  success  in 
your  continued  service  as  Senator  from  the 
great  State  of  Oregon.  You  have  filled  that 
position  with  ability  and  distinction. 

Sincerely  yours, 

R.  H.  Baldock, 

State  Highway  Engineer, 

Statement  of  R.  H.  Baldock,  State  Highway 
Engineer  of  Oregon,  Member,  Executive 
Committee  of  the  American  Association 
of  State  Highway  Officials  Before  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  House  of 
Representatives,  Concerning  a  Federal 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950,  March  14,  1950 
Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  the  American  Association  of  State 
Highway  Officials  has  submitted  to  you  rec- 
omendations  on  continuing  road  legislation. 
Your  action  on  them,  together  with  your  au¬ 
thorizations  of  funds  for  at  least  another 
2-year  period  is  needed  at  this  time  to  afford 
the  States  a  basis  on  which  to  continue  their 
planning  of  needed  highway  improvement 
In  an  orderly  manner. 

Quoting  from  the  Fortune  Magazine  of 
November  1949,  “The  $35,000,000,000  highway 
plant  generates  annual  income  in  excess  of 
$30,000,000,000.  It  is  the  best  investment 
that  the  United  States  ever  made.  Today 
the  highway  plant  needs  renewal  and  en¬ 
largement.  The  bill  will  run  into  billions — 
relatively  cheap  billions,  considering  what  is 
at  stake.  One-seventh  of  United  States  busi¬ 
ness  lives  off  the  highway,  and  all  United 
States  business  sells  to  that  seventh.  Road 
conditions  enter  into  all  business  costs 
through  their  effect  on  freight  charges,  and 
mobility  of  labor  and  customers.” 

Back  in  1943,  this  association  recommend¬ 
ed  an  expenditure  of  not  less  than  $3,000,- 
000,000  a  year  for  20  years.  Last  year  the 
expenditure  was  about  $1,500,000,000,  or 
about  one-half  the  amount  needed,  yet  last 
year’s  expenditure  was  the  largest  ever  made. 

Now,  there  are  some  3,300,000  miles  of 
roads  and  streets  in  the  United  States,  of 
which  about  600,000  miles  are  on  the  Federal- 
aid  system.  Of  the  600,000  miles,  about  38,- 
000  miles,  comprising  the  interstate  system 
or  about  1  percent  of  the  total  mileage,  carry 
about  20  percent  of  the  rural  traffic,  and  the 
total  mileage~t)f  Federal-aid  roads,  about  18 
percent  of  the  total  mileage,  carry  87  percent 
of  the  traffic,  leaving  only  about  13  percent 
of  the  traffic  carried  by  the  remaining  2,700,- 
000  miles  of  roads  and  streets  not  on  the 
Federal-aid  system. 

The  interstate  system  of  highways  which, 
as  I  have  said,  carries  approximately  20  per¬ 
cent  of  all  the  rural  traffic  is  "the  main 
street  of  America.”  It  ties  together  the 
major  cities  of  the  Nation  and  forms  a 
truly  national  system  of  highways;  a  system 
which  comprises  the  most  important  roads 
which  are  vital  to  the  Nation’s  economy  both 
in  peacetime  and  in  wartime.  On  account 
of  the  national  importance  of  this  system, 
the  Federal-aid  matching  ratio  should,  we 
believe,  be  changed  from  a  50-50  basis  to  a 
75-25  basis:  the  Federal  Government  as¬ 
suming  a  larger  share  of  the  cost  of  this 
Interstate  system  than  it  does  of  the  costs 
of  the  primary  and  secondary  systems.  We 


further  recommend  that  a  substantial 
amount  of  Federal  funds  be  earmarked  each 
year  for  the  purpose  of  building  the  inter¬ 
state  highway  system.  We  believe  that  an 
apportionment  of  these  funds  among  the 
States  on  the  basis  of  population  alone  and 
without  consideration  of  area  and  post¬ 
road  mileage  would  be  equitable.  The  pri¬ 
mary  Federal-aid  system,  comprising,  as  it 
does,  the  general,  all-purpose,  principal 
roads  which  tie  together  the  cities  and  the 
counties  is  next  in  importance.  The  roads 
in  this  system  have  not  only  demonstrated 
their  importance  in  peacetime,  but  have 
proved  themselves  to  be  essential  to  the 
wartime  economy  of  this  Nation.  These  pri¬ 
mary  Federal-aid  roads,  together  with  the 
feeder  roads  and  farm-to-market  roads 
which  comprise  the  secondary  Federal-aid 
system,  carry  about  87  percent  of  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  traffic. 

Fortune  magazine  points  out  the  obso¬ 
lescence  of  the  highway  plant.  The  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads  has  determined  that  the 
nqeds  of  the  interstate  system  alone  amount 
to  no  less  than  $11,000,000,000.  The  Amer¬ 
ican  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials 
has  determined  the  needs  of  all  highways 
during  the  next  20  years  to  be  not  less  than 
$60,000,000,000.  Senator  O’Mahoney,  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  Joint  Economic  Committee  of 
Congress,  has  announced  that  the  correction 
of  present  deficiencies  on  State  highway 
systems  will  cost  $23,000,000,000. 

This  report  of  the  Joint  Economic  Com¬ 
mittee  of  Congress,  prepared  with  coopera¬ 
tion  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  the 
State  highway  departments,  and  entitled 
“Highways  and  the  Nation’s  Economy,”  pre¬ 
sents  a  measure  of  the  work  to  be  done  in 
bringing  the  Nation’s  road  systems  to  proper 
standards  of  efficiency.  It  supports  the  axiom 
that  people  pay  for  good  roads  whether  they 
get  them  or  not.  “The  people  of  the  Nation 
receive  the  benefits  of  economical  transpor¬ 
tation  in  lowered  transportation  costs  of  the 
goods  and  services  they  produce  and  con¬ 
sume,”  the  report  points  out,  "or  they  pay 
the  added  cost  of  deficient  highways  in 
higher  transportation  and  consumer  costs.” 

The  report  compares  current  highway  con¬ 
struction  with  prewar  accomplishment  and 
concludes  that  with  the  construction  dollar 
now  valued  at  54  cents,  compared  with  the 
1930  dollar,  it  is  necessary  to  spend  nearly 
twice  as  much  money  today  to  equal  the 
1930  construction  peak  expenditure  of 
$1,505,000,000.  Dollar  value  of  all  highway 
construction  in  the  United  States  in  1948, 
with  and  without  Federal  aid,  totaled 
$1,569,000,000. 

Annual  construction  expenditure  in  1936, 
the  report  shows,  amounted  to  1.8  mills  per 
gross  ton  mile  of  vehicle  travel,  whereas,  the 
1948  expenditure  was  equivalent  to  only  0.86 
of  the  1936  mill  per  gross  ton  mile.  The  re¬ 
port  also  states  that  0.6  percent  of  the  total 
national  expenditures  for  goods  and  services 
was  spent  for  street  and  highway  construc¬ 
tion  in  1948,  which  was  less  than  half  the 
1929-36  rate. 

In  studying  the  impact  of  highways  on  the 
national  economy,  the  report  takes  notes  of 
the  fact  that  more  than  9,000,000  persons  are 
employed  directly  or  indirectly  in  highway 
transportation  industries;  that  many  busi¬ 
nesses  depend  solely  on  patronage  of  the 
motorist;  that  almost  all  commodities  are 
transported  at  least  partially  by  motor  truck. 

“Small  savings  to  individual  highway  users 
through  road  improvements  can  have  a  large 
effect  on  our  economy,”  the  report  states. 
“An  average  saving  of  1  cent  a  mile  due  to 
savings  in  time  and  the  cost  of  motor-vehicle 
operation  on  the  400,000,000,000  vehicle-miles 
of  travel  in  1948  would  amount  to  $4,000,- 
000,000  per  year.  *  *  *  Operating  cost 

of  the  average  passenger  car  in  the  prewar 
period  was  reduced  approximately  1  cent  per 
mile  by  traveling  on  a  gravel  road  as  com¬ 
pared  to  a  dirt  road,  and  approximately  1 
cent  per  mile  by  traveling  on  a  bituminous 
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or  concrete  paved  highway  as  compared  to 
a  gravel  road.”  Economic  benefits  of  high¬ 
way  improvements  were  cited  also  in  reduc¬ 
tion  of  accidents. 

The  normal  life  of  a  first-class  highway  is 
regarded  to  be  from  20  to  30  years.  Much  of 
the  more  important  mileage  representing  the 
more  heavily  traveled  roads  was  built  in  the 
twenties,  and,  therefore,  much  of  the  road 
mileage  is  wearing  out  all  at  once.  Failure 
to  restore  the  critical  deficiencies  with  cur¬ 
rent  income  has  brought  about  a  truly  seri¬ 
ous  problem  and  has  increased  maintenance 
costs  to  an  alarming  extent.  Maintenance 
is  unavoidable.  Unless  highway  income  is 
increased  there  soon  will  be  no  money  for 
new  construction. 

It  has  been  proposed  to  set  up  a  tertiary 
or  third  structure  of  Federal-aid  roads  under 
the  cry  of  “taking  the  farmer  out  of  the 
mud.”  As  long  as  the  moneys  available  for 
highways  continue,  as  at  present,  far  below 
the  amounts  needed,  it  would  appear  obvious 
that  such  funds  as  are  available  should  be 
expended  where  they  are  most  needed  and 
where  the  expenditure  will  create  the  greatest 
benefits  to  the  people.  Expenditures  on  pri¬ 
mary  and  secondary  highways  under  present 
conditions  yield  far  greater  benefits  than  do 
expenditures  on  roads  of  lower  classification; 
therefore,  whatever  additional  funds  can  be 
made  available  for  roads  should  be  expended 
on  the  primary  and  secondary  Federal-aid 
systems. 

An  attempt  to  relieve  those  benefited  by 
land-service  roads  of  land  taxes  and  to  sub¬ 
stitute  therefor  general  taxes  on  all  the  peo¬ 
ple,  to  be  matched  by  road-user  taxes,  is  not 
economically  sound.  Such  action  operates 
to  increase  the  tendency  of  the  people  to 
lean  upon  the  Federal  Government  for  all 
manner  of  things,  so  that  the  people  will 
more  or  less  lose  sight  of  the  fact  that  the 
people  must  support  the  Government,  not 
the  Government  support  the  people. 

The  Government’s  interest  in  these  low- 
class  roads  is  certainly  of  questionable  pro¬ 
priety.  The  Government  should  concern  it¬ 
self  with  the  main  trunk  highways  particu¬ 
larly  the  interstate  system  which  ties  the 
States  together  and  which  has  proved  to 
be  absolutely  necessary  in  the  defense  of 
the  Nation,  and  the  Federal  Government 
should  not  interest  itself  in  these  third- 
order  roads  which  should  be  the  responsibili¬ 
ty  of  the  landowner. 

The  present  Federal  Highway  Act  is  based 
upon  agreement  between  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  the  autonomous  States.  It  has 
worked  out  remarkably  well  in  the  past  30 
years  and  it  should  be  continued.  Addi¬ 
tional  Federal  funds  should  be  earmarked 
for  the  building  of  the  interstate  system  and 
additional  Federal  funds  should  be  provided 
for  the  restoration  of  the  depreciated  pri¬ 
mary  highway  facilities.  Failure  to  provide 
these  funds  for  this  greatly  needed  work 
would  be  a  severe  blow  to  the  entire  economy 
of  the  Nation.  Failure  to  carry  on  the  res¬ 
toration  of  the  depreciated  highway  facili¬ 
ties  has  already  brought  about  a  grave  and 
serious  problem,  and  the  economic  expan¬ 
sion  of  the  entire  Nation  has  been  retarded. 
It  is  certainly  no  time,  when  funds  are  so 
greatly  needed  for  the  roads  of  major  im¬ 
portance,  to  even  talk  of  Federal  expendi¬ 
tures  on  low-class  roads.  First  things 
should  come  first. 

H.  R.  7398,  now  under  consideration  by 
your  committee,  embraces  the  essential  prin¬ 
ciples  recommended  by  our  association,  but 
dees  not  provide  the  authorizations  for  the 
needed  capital  investment  in'  the  Nation’s 
highway  system  and  we  therefore  pray  your 
favorable  consideration  for  an  increase  in 
the  authorizations  to  the  total  amounts  rec¬ 
ommended  by  our  association,  as  follows : 


1.  Interstate  system _ $210,  000,  000 

2.  Primary  system _  270,  000,  000 

3.  Secondary  system _  180,  000,  000 

4.  Urban  system _  150,  000,  000 


Total _  810,  000,  000 


Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  close 
with  a  very  brief  summary. 

My  argument  covers  two  main  points. 
First,  I  differ  with  the  committee  on  the 
question  of  policy  as  to  the  use  of  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  funds  for  the  construction  of 
country  roads. 

Second,  setting  aside  for  the  sake  of 
argument  our  difference  over  policy,  I 
take  the  position  that  the  language  of 
the  bill  on  page  13,  to  which  I  have  taken 
exception,  results  in  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States  exercising  a  discretion 
over  the  expenditure  of  funds  in  States 
when  the  State  highway  officials  of  the 
States  are  much  better  qualified  to  make 
proper  expenditures  of  the  funds  be¬ 
cause  of  their  better  knowledge  and 
understanding  of  State  highway  prob¬ 
lems.  I  think,  Mr.  President,  we  should 
not  set  ourselves  up  as  the  determiners 
of  how  State  highway  officials  should 
spend  highway  funds. 

A  third  point  of  my  argument  is  that 
I  think  the  committee,  between  now  and 
next  Tuesday,  in  view  of  the  very  sound 
argument  which  the  State  highway  com¬ 
missioner  has  communicated  to  me  and 
which  I  have  tried  to  make  available  to 
the  Members  of  the  Senate,  should  try  to 
work  out  some  language  in  the  bill  which 
will  permit  the  States  that  want  to  use 
the  $150,000,000  provided  in  the  bill  for 
country  roads,  to  do  so  if  they  care  to. 
But  we  should  not  place  a  requirement 
upon  State  highway  commissioners  to 
spend  the  money  in  that  way  if,  in  the 
opinion  of  those  highway  commis¬ 
sioners,  the  economy  of  the  State  would 
be  best  served  by  using  the  money  on 
primary  and  secondary  roads. 

That  is  the  burden  of  my  argument, 
Mr.  President.  I  shall  wait  with  interest 
for  an  answer  to  it,  but  up  to  this  time 
all  I  have  heard  with  respect  to  it  is  that 
this  particular  section  is  needed  to  bene¬ 
fit  the  farmers  of  America.  I  am  will¬ 
ing  to  leave  it  to  the  State  highway  au¬ 
thorities  of  the  respective  States  to  de¬ 
termine  for  themselves  what  is  needed 
to  benefit  the  farmers  of  their  respec¬ 
tive  States  with  regard  to  highway  con¬ 
struction.  I  think  we  are  making  a  great 
mistake  to  pass  a  bill  which  contains 
language  providing  that  highway  com¬ 
missioners,  who  have  urged  many  Sena¬ 
tors  to  support  the  Lodge-Saltonstall 
amendment,  are  practically  compelled 
to  spend  money  on  country  roads  when 
the  money  could  best  be  spent  on  pri¬ 
mary  and  secondary  roads.  In  other 
words,  Mr.  President,  I  say,  once  again, 
that  the  junior  Senator  from  Oregon  is 
protesting  against  the  exercise  of  ar¬ 
bitrary  discretion  on  the  part  of  govern¬ 
mental  officials,  even  when,  in  this  in¬ 
stance,  he  believes  those  Government  of¬ 
ficials  happen  to  be  Members  of  the 
United  States  Senate. 

-aBgBMSir-  OP  "ISoO— - 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  address  a  few  questions  to  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Banking 
and  Currency  Committee  in  reference  to 
the  Defense  Production  Act  of  1950,  and, 
in  particular,  with  reference  to  section 
302  6f  that  bill,  in  order  to  receive  from 
thaf  chairman  of  the  committee  his  in¬ 
terpretation  of  the  language  as  provided 
in  that  section. 


The  first  question  I  should  like  to  tis^- 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  as  follows: 

Is  it  the  opinion  of  the  members  of 
the  committee,  namely,  the  Banking 'and 
Currency  Committee,  that  the  Defense 
Production  Act  loan  provision  as  out¬ 
lined  in  section  302  would  provide  Fed¬ 
eral  loans  for  the  purpose  of  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  iron-ore  resources,  such  as 
taconite,  within  the  United  States? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  answer  my  friend  from 
Minnesota  by  saying  that  we  considered 
his  bill,  and  it  was  the  contention  of  the 
majority  of  the  committee  that  it  would 
do  so.  In  considering  the  bill  we  thought 
that  the  authorization  of  $2,000,000 
would  give  the  President  the  powers  to 
w'hich  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Minnesota  has  referred. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  introduced  a  bill,  S.  3949,  which 
pertains  specifically  to  loans  for  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  taconite  and  ether  iron  ore 
resources  for  low-grade  iron  ore  produc¬ 
tion,  and  I  have  discussed  it  with  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  as  well  as 
other  members  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  The  committee  con¬ 
sidered  the  bill  and  they  thought  that  if 
we  acted  on  it,  other  bills  would  be  in¬ 
troduced  pertaining  to  other  types  of 
metal?.  It  was  the  judgment  of  the 
majority — and  I  am  perfectly  frank  to 
admit  that  some  members  opposed  it — 
that  the  provision  in  the  pending  bill 
should  be  adopted. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  As  I  understand 
section  302,  it  would  make  it  possible  to 
make  loans  for  this  purpose  under  the 
broad  language  of  the  section. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  That  was  my  under¬ 
standing,  and  it  was  the  understanding 
of  the  majority  of  the  members  of  the 
committee.  Some  of  the  members  were 
opposed  to  it. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  the 
next  question  I  should  like  to  ask  of  the 
able  chairman  is:  In  the  opinion  of  the 
members  of  the  committee  should  loans 
for  the  development  of  taconite  be  less 
reasonable  and  liberal  than  the  loan 
policy  of  the  Export-Import  Bank,  or 
should  they  be  just  as  liberal? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  that 
is  .a  rather  hard  question  to  answer. 
However,  I  think  to  our  own  people  in 
Minnesota  and  in  the  Great  Lakes-Lake 
Superior  area,  and  in  the  area  from 
which  the  Senator  comes,  loans  should 
be  more  liberal. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  reason  I  ask¬ 
ed  the  questiqp,  Mr.  President,  is  because 
in  checking  through  the  Export-Import 
Bank  loan  provisions  I  found  language 
such  as  this- 

Mr.  MAYBANK/-.J  am  not  speaking 
for  the  committee,  bite  I  listened  to  the 
taconite  hearings  and\  saw  the  profes¬ 
sor  from  the  University  of  Minnesota, 
and  I  believe  the  Americana  Government 
could  be  more  liberal  in  construing  loans 
under  that  section  than  Export-Import 
Bank  loans  that  have  been  Itoade. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  grateful  to 
the  chairman  for  his  answer.  I  Hjsh  to 
point  out  a  specific  example. 

Loan  No.  310.  The  purpose  of  ’toe 
loan  was  made  to  provide  iron  ore  fbr 
the  British  war  effort  and  to  develop 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  18  (legislative  day,  July  20),  1950 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Maybank  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
7941)  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Road 
Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended 
and  supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing 
the  construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz : 

1  On  page  33,  between  lines  19  and  20,  insert  the  follow- 

2  ing  new  section  and  renumber  all  succeeding  sections 

3  accordingly : 

4  Sec.  16.  (a)  The  definitions  of  the  terms  “bridge”  and 

5  “bridge  owner”  contained  in  section  1  of  the  Act  of  June 

6  21,  1940,  entitled  “An  Act  to  provide  for  the  alteration  of 

7  certain  bridges  over  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States, 

8  for  the  apportionment  of  the  cost  of  such  alterations  between 

9  the  United  States  and  the  owners  of  such  bridges,  and  for 

10  other  purposes”  (54  Stat.  497;  33  U.  S.  C.  511),  are 

11  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
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“The  term  ‘bridge’  means  a  lawful  bridge  over  navigable 
waters  of  the  United  States,  including  approaches,  fenders, 
and  appurtenances  thereto,  (a)  which  is  used  and  operated 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  railroad  traffic,  or  both  railroad 
and  highway  traffic,  and  (b)  if  a  State,  a  political  subdi¬ 
vision  thereof,  or  a  municipality  is  the  owner  or  a  joint 
owner  thereof,  which  is  used  and  operated  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  highway  traffic. 

“The  term  ‘bridge  owner’  means  any  corporation,  asso¬ 
ciation,  State,  municipality,  or  other  political  subdivision, 
partnership,  or  individual  owning  any  bridge,  and,  when  any 
bridge  shall  be  in  the  possession  or  under  the  control  of  any 
trustee,  receiver,  trustee  in  bankruptcy,  or  lessee,  said  term 
shall  include  both  the  owner  of  the  legal  title  and  the  person 
or  entity  in  possession  or  control  of  such  bridge.” 

(b)  Section  13  of  such  Act  of  June  21,  1940  (54  Stat. 
502;  33  U.  S.  C.  523),  is  amended  by  striking  out  the 
words  “used  for  railroad  traffic”. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  18  (legislative  day,  July  20),  1950 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  McCarran  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Watkins,  Mr.  Thomas  of  Utah,  and  Mr.  Kerr)  to  the 
bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- 
Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355), 
as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  continuing  the  construction  of  highways,  and  for  other 
purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  25,  line  19,  strike  out  the  period  and  insert 

2  in  lieu  thereof  a  colon  and  the  following:  “ Provided  further, 

3  That  $2,500,000  of  the  sum  authorized  for  the  fiscal  year 

4  ending  June  30,  1951,  shall  be  available  for  contract  im- 

5  mediately  upon  the  passage  of  this  Act.” 
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H.  R.  7941 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  18  (legislative  day,  July  20),  1950 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  McCarean  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Watkins,  Mr.  Thomas  of  Utah,  and  Mr.  Kerr)  to  the 
bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- 
Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355), 
as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  continuing’  the  construction  of  highways,  and  for  other 
purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  25,  line  19,  strike  out  the  period  and  insert 

2  in  lieu  thereof  a  colon  and  the  following:  “ Provided  further, 

3  That  $2,500,000  of  the  sum  authorized  for  the  fiscal  year 

4  ending  June  30,  1951,  shall  be  available  for  contract  im- 

5  mediately  upon  the  passage  of  this  Act.” 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  18  (legislative  day,  July  20),  1950 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  Mr.  Johnson  of  Colorado  to  the 
bill  (H.  It.  7941)  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid 
Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
continuing'  the  construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  viz:  At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill  add  the 
following  new  section: 

1  Sec.  .  No  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by  this 

2  Act  shall  be  paid  to,  or  on  behalf  of,  any  State,  Territory, 

3  county,  or  municipality,  for  the  construction,  reconstruc- 

4  tion,  improvement,  or  maintenance  of  any  highway  unless 

5  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  have  received  satisfactory 

6  assurances  that  no  vehicle  or  combination  of  vehicles,  unladen 

7  or  with  load,  will  be  permitted  upon  such  highway  when  the 

8  gross  weight  on  the  road  surface  through  any  axle  of  such 
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1  vehicle  or  combination  of  vehicles  exceeds  eighteen  thousand 

2  pounds.  “The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  not  be  appli- 

3  cable  with  respect  to  any  State  or  Territory,  or  any  political 

4  subdivision  of  such  State  or  Territory,  until  the  end  of  the 

5  first  regular  session  of  the  legislature  of  such  State  or 

6  Territory  convening  after  the  enactment  of  this  Act.” 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  18  (legislative  day,  July  20),  1950 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Hendrickson  to  the  bill  (H.  E. 
7941)  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Eoad  Act 
approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  Beginning  on  page  21,  line  3,  strike  out  through  page 

2  22,  line  5. 
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81st  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  2048 

H.  R.  7941 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  18  (legislative  day,  Jult  20),  1950 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Graham  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Hoey)  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and  supplement 
the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39 
Stat.  355 ) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction  of  highways, 
and  for  other  purposes,  viz : 

1  On  page  17,  line  24,  beginning  with  the  colon,  strike 

2  out  down  through  “Secretary  of  Commerce”  on  page  18, 

3  line  12. 

4  On  page  18,  line  17,  strike  out  “$13,000,000”  and  in- 

5  sert  in  lieu  thereof  “$16,000,000”;  and  in  line  18,  com- 

6  mencing  with  the  colon,  strike  out  down  through  “ Provided 

7  further ”  in  line  4  on  page  19,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 

8  “Provided” . 
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81st  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  2048 

H.  R.  7941 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  18  (legislative  day,  July  20),  1950 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Chavez,  from  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  to  the  bill  (H.  E.  7941)  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Eoad  Act,  approved  July  11, 
1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction  of 
highways,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz : 

1  On  page  29,  line  21,  strike  out  the  figure  “$4,000,000” 

2  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “$2,000,000”. 
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81st  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  2048 

H.  R.  7941 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  18  (legislative  day,  July  20),  1950 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Chavez,  from  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Pederal-Aid  Road  Act,  approved  July  11, 
1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  continuing-  the  construction  of 
highways,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  26,  line  2,  strike  out  the  figure  “$8,000,000” 

2  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “$6,000,000”. 


8-18-50 - L 


a> 

Oi 


3 

CL 


Hs  c-J- 

8  a 
o  a. 


CP 

as 

I-S 

as 

o 


on?  £ 


a  i-1 
h  m 

CD  p. 

g-  05 

CD  ^ 
i  ca 

n-  ° 
O  [/) 
S®  m 


o 

H- 

o' 

a 

o 

Ha 

a" 

crT 


p 

VI 

jc 

P 

a 


a  os 

O  Or 
J3.  Or 
N  ^ 
CD  “ 

P  ^ 

►5  w 

HJ  P 

H  3 

^  a 
2.  a^ 

23  CD 
c-t-  P_i 

O  P 

a  a 

Cfl  Qj 

S’g 

H 

§  * 

H  I— ' 

P  CD 


a,  w 

2  w 

3  W 

h— * 

j 

b>  «d 
a.  hp 

W  £■ 

o  a 

a  2 

a 

p>  g 


p 

P  H 

a3  o, 

as 

i—j  cc 

d  a 
<  as 

CD  *73 
^  ® 


ca 

CD 


^  O 

LJ  Ui 

“  CD 

P  P-j 

a  O- 
5'^ 

^  - 
&  o 

j»  a 

c+-  ^ 

°  £ 
H-  N 

as  ~ 

®  Ha 


aJ 

CD 


> 

2 

n 

z 

D 

2 

pi 

z 

H 


00 


tsDH 

II 

OQ  ^ 

sS 

2  W 

3  H 


CQ 

U1 


pa 


<£> 

4* 


<r> 

£L 

re 

3 

a- 

3 

H 

z 

o 

NJ 

O 

4^ 

QO 


81st  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  2048 

H.  R.  7941 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  18  (legislative  day,  July  20),  1950 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Chavez  from  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Pederal-Aid  Road  Act,  approved  July  11, 
1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction  of 
highways,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz : 

1  On  page  13,  line  10,  strike  out  the  figure  “$200,- 

2  000,000”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “$175,000,- 

3  000”. 
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81st  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  2048 

H.  R.  7941 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  18  (legislative  clay,  July  20),  1950 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Chavez  from  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  to  the  bill  (EL  R.  7941)  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act,  approved  July  11, 
1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  continuing'  the  construction  of 
highways,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  19,  beginning  at  line  21,  through  page  21, 

2  line  2,  strike  out  all  of  subsection  (a)  and  subsection  (b). 

3  On  page  21,  line  3,  strike  out  the  letter  “  (c)  ”. 

4  On  page  21,  lines  11  and  12,  strike  out  the  words  “and 

5  subsection  (a)  of  section  5”. 

6  On  page  21,  lines  22  and  23,  strike  out  the  words  “and 

7  subsection  (b)  of  section  5”. 
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81st  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  2048 

H.  R.  7941 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  18  (legislative  day,  July  20),  1950 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Chavez,  from  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Pederal-Aid  Road  Act,  approved  July  11, 
1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction  of 
highways,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz : 

1  On  page  32,  line  10,  strike  out  the  figure  “$25,000,000” 

2  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “$10,000,000”. 
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81st  CONGEESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  2048 

H.  R.  7941 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  18  (legislative  clay,  July  20),  1950 
Ordered  to  lie  on  tlie  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Chavez,  from  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act,  approved  July  11, 
1916  (39  Stat.  355) ,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction  of 
highways,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  24,  line  4,  strike  out  the  figure  “$10,000,000” 

2  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “$8,000,000”. 
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81st  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  2048 

H.  R.  7941 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  18  (legislative  day,  Jult  20),  1950 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Chavez  from  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  to  the  bill  (H.  K.  7941)  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal- Aid  Koad  Act,  approved  July  11, 
1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction  of 
highways,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  19,  line  13,  strike  out  the  figure  “$10,000,000” 

2  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  figure  “$6,000,000”. 
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Calendar  No.  2048 


81st  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


H.  R.  7941 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  21  (legislative  day,  July  20),  1950 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Douglas  to  the  bill  (H.  E. 
7941)  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Eoad  Act, 
approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

3  On  page  15,  lines  22  and  23,  strike  out  “$20,000,000” 

2  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$10,000,000”;  on  line  25,  strike 

3  out  “$20,000,000”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$10,000,000”. 

4  On  page  16,  line  4,  strike  out  “$3,500,000”  and  insert 

5  in  lieu  thereof  “$1,750,000”. 

6  On  page  17,  line  22,  strike  out  “$10,000,000”  and  insert 

7  in  lieu  thereof  “$5,000,000”;  and  beginning  with  the  word 

8  “That”  in  line  24,  strike  out  everything  down  to  and  in- 

9  eluding  the  comma  on  page  18,  line  4. 
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*) 

On  page  18,  line  17,  strike  out  “$13,000,000”  and  in- 

2  sert  in  lieu  thereof  “$6,500,000”. 

3  On  page  19,  line  14,  strike  out  “$10,000,000”  and  in- 

4  sert  in  lieu  thereof  “$5,000,000”. 

5  On  page  24,  line  4,  strike  out  “$10,000,000”  and  in- 

6  sert  in  lieu  thereof  “$5,000,000”. 

r.rr,"'  }  r-  n  r  '  .  "  . ■  .  r  •  o  .• 

7  On  page  25,  line  11,  strike  out  “$5,000,000”  and  in- 

8  sert  in  lieu  thereof  “$2,500,000”. 

9  On  page  26,  line  2,  strike  out  “$8,000,000”  and  in- 
sert  in  lieu  thereof  “$4,000,000”. 
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81st  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  2048 

H.  R.  7941 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  21  (legislative  day,  July  20),  1950 
Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Douglas  to  the  bill  (H.  E. 
7941)  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Eoad  Act, 
approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  13,  line  3,  strike  out  “$550,000,000”  and 

2  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$262,500,000”;  on  line  8,  strike  out 

3  “$225,000,000”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$112,500,000”; 

4  on  line  10,  strike  out  “$200,000,000”  and  insert  in  lieu 

5  thereof  “$75,000,000”. 

6  On  page  14,  line  3,  strike  out  “$125,000,000”  and 

7  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$75,000,000”. 

8  On  page  20,  line  2,  strike  out  “$70,000,000”  and  insert 

9  in  lieu  thereof  “$47,500,000”. 
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.for  individuals  not  in  excess  of  $100  per  diem 
aid  the  United  States  Commissioner  is  hereby 
authorized,  notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  St»y  other  act,  to  employ  as  consultants 
by  contract  or  otherwise  without  regard  to 
the  Classification  Act  of  1923,  as  amended, 
and  the  civil-service  laws  and  regulations, 
retired  personnel  of  the  Ai  med  Forces  of  the 
United  States,  who  shall  not  be  required  to 
revert  to  an  active  status,  and  who  shall  be 
entitled  to  receive,  as  compensation  for  such 
temporary  service,  the  difference  between  the 
rates  of  pay  established  therefor  and  their 
retired  pay  during  ihe  period  or  periods  of 
such  temporary  employment;  travel  expense, 
including,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Commis¬ 
sioner,  expenses  of  attendance  at  meetings 
of  organizations  concerned  with  the  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  Commission  which  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  efficient  discharge  of  the  respon¬ 
sibilities  of  the  Commission;  hire,  with  or 
without  personal  services,  of  work  animals, 
and  animal-drawn  and  motor-propelled  (in¬ 
cluding  passenger)  vehicles  and  aircraft  and 
equipment;  acquistion  by  donation,  pur¬ 
chase,  or  condemnation  of  real  and  personal 
property,  including  expenses  of  abstrS 
certificates  of  title,  and  recording  fi 
purchase  of  ice  and  drinking  water;  inspec 
tion  of  equipment,  supplies  and  materials  by 
contract  or  otherwise;  drilling  and  testing  of 
foundations  and  dam  sites,  by  contract  if 
deemed  necessary;  payment  for  official  tele¬ 
phone  service  in  the  field  in  case  of  official 
telephones  installed  in  private  houses  when 
authorized  under  regulations  established  by 
the  Commissioner;  purchase  of  firearms  and 
ammunition  for  guard  purposes;  and  such 
other  objects  and  purposes  as  may  be  per¬ 
mitted  by  laws  applicable,  in  whole  or  in 
part,  to  the  United  States  section:  Provided, 
That,  when  appropriations  have  been  made 
for  the  commencement  or  continuation  of 
construction  or  operation  and  maintenance 
of  any  such  project,  the  United  States  Com¬ 
missioner,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
sections  3679,  3732,  and  3733  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  or  any  other  law,  may  enter  into 
contracts  beyond  the  amount  actually  ap¬ 
propriated  for  so  much  of  the  work  on  any 
such  authorized  project  as  the  physical  and 
orderly  sequence  of  construction  makes  nec¬ 
essary,  such  contracts  to  be  subject  to  and 
dependent  upon  future  appropriations  by 
Congress. 

Sec.  104.  The  United  States  Commissioner, 
in  order  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of 
articles  12  and  23  of  the  treaty  of  February  3, 
T944,  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico, 
relating  to  the  utilization  of  the  waters  of  the 
Colorado  and  Tijuana  Rivers  and  of  the  Rio 
Grande  below  Fort  Quitman,  Tex.,  is  author¬ 
ized  to  acquire,  in  the  name  of  the  United 
States,  by  purchase  or  by  proceedings  in  emi¬ 
nent  domain,  the  physical  properties  owned 
by  the  Imperial  Irrigation  District  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  located  in  the  vicinity  of  Andrade, 
Calif.,  consisting  of  the  Alamo  Canal  in  the 
United  States,  the  Rockwood  Intake,  the 
Hanlon  Heading,  the  quarry,  buildings  used 
in  connection  with  such  facilities,  and  appur¬ 
tenant  lands,  and  to  reconstruct,  operate 
and  maintain  such  properties  in  connection 
with  t:  e  administration  of  said  treaty. 

Sec.  105.  Funds  heretofore  appropriated  to 
the  Department  of  State  under  the  heading 
“International  Boundary  and  Water  Com¬ 
mission,  United  States  and  Mexico”  shall  be 
available  for  the  purposes  of  this  title:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  authorizations  under  this  title 
shall  apply  only  to  projects  agreed  upon  by 
the  two  Governments  in  accordance  with  the 
treaty  of  February  3,  1944. 

TITLE  n — DOUGLAS -AGUA  PRIETA  SANITATION 
PROJECT 

Sec,  201.  That  the  Secretary  of  State  is  au¬ 
thorised,  subject  to  the  conditions  provided 
in  this  title,  to  enter  into  an  agreement  with 
tfie  appropriate  official  or  officials  of  the 
United  Mexican  States  for  the  operation  and 


maintenance  by  the  ty  of  Douglas,  Ariz.,  of 
the  Douglas-Agua  Prleta  sanitation  project, 
located  at  Douglas,  Ariz.,  and  Agua  Prieta, 
Sonora,  Mexico,  heretofore  constructed  by  the 
International  Boundary  and  Water  Commis¬ 
sion,  United  States  and  Mexico,  which  agree¬ 
ment  shall  contain  such  provisions  relating 
to  a  division  between  the  two  Governments 
of  the  costs  of  such  operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance,  or  of  the  work  involved  therein,  as 
may  be  recommended  by  said  Commission 
and  approved  by  the  Government  of  Mexico 
and  by  the  Secretary  of  State  on  behalf  of 
the  Government  of  the  United  States:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  such  agreement  shall  be  en¬ 
tered  into  until  the  governing  body  of  the 
city  of  Douglas,  Ariz.,  has  given  assurances 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  State  that  it 
will  operate  and  maintain  said  project  and 
contribute  an  equitable  proportion  of  the 
cost  of  such  operation  and  maintenance 
allocated  to  the  United  States,  so  long  as 
said  agreement  between  the  two  Govern¬ 
ments  remains  in  force. 

Sec.  202.  There  is  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  to  the  United  States  Section,  Inter¬ 
national  Boundary  and  Water  Commission, 
United  States  and  Mexico,  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary  to  defray  such  costs  as  may 
accrue  to  the  United  States  arising  out  of 
any  such  agreement  for  the  operation  and. 
^maintenance  of  such  project:  Provided,  That 
fui^ds  heretofore  appropriated  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State  under  the  heading  “Interna¬ 
tional.  Boundary  and  Water  Commission, 
United  States  and  Mexico,”  shall  be  available 
for  expenditure  for  the  purposes  of  this 
title :  Prolfided  further.  That  any  moneys  re¬ 
ceived  fromtlie  United  Mexican  States  under 
the  terms  of  any  such  agreement  shall  be 
available  for  expenditure  in  connection  with 
any  appropriation^  which  may  be  available  or 
which  may  be  matte  for  the  purposes  of  this 
title:  And  provided,' further,  That  moneys  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  city  of  Douglas,  Ariz.,  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  this  title  shall  be 
available  for  expenditure-  in  connection  with 
any  appropriations  which -may  be  available 
or  which  may  be  made  available  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  title. 

TITLE  III - CALEXICO -MEXICALI  SANITATION 

PROJECT 

Sec.  301.  That  the  Secretary  of-,  State  is 
authorized,  subject  to  the  conditions  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  title,  to  enter  into  an’  agree- 
ment  with  the  appropriate  official  or  officials 
of  the  United  Mexican  States  for  the  Con¬ 
struction  by  the  International  Boundary  a"* 
Water  Commission,  United  States  and  MexS 
ico,  of  a  sanitation  project  for  the  cities  of 
Calexico,  Calif.,  and  Mexicali,  Lower 
California,  Mexico,  which  agreement  shall 
contain  such  provisions  relating  to  a  divi¬ 
sion  between  the  two  Governments  of  the 
cost  of  such  construction  and  operation  and 
maintenance,  or  of  the  work  involved  there¬ 
in,  as  may  be  recommended  by  the  said 
Commission  and  approved  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  Mexico  and  by  the  Secretary  of  State 
on  behalf  of  the  Government  of  the  United 
States:  Provided,  That  no  such  agreement 
shall  be  entered  into  until  the  governing 
body  of  the  city  of  Calexico,  Calif.,  has 
given  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  that  it  will  operate  and  main¬ 
tain  such  project  and  will  contribute  an 
equitable  proportion  of  the  cost  of  such 
construction,  operation,  and  maintenance 
as  is  allocated  to  the  United  States  so  long 
as  said  agreement  between  the  two  Govern¬ 
ments  shall  remain  in  force. 

Sec.  302.  There  is  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  to  the  United  States  section,  Inter¬ 
national  Boundary  and  Water  Commission, 
United  States  and  Mexico,  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary  to  defray  such  costs  as  may  ac¬ 
crue  to  the  United  States  arising  out  of  any 
such  agreement  for  the  construction,  opera¬ 
tion,  and  maintenance  of  such  project:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  funds  heretofore  appropriated 


to  the  Department  of  State  under  the  head¬ 
ing  “International  Boundary  and  Wafer 
Commission,  United  States  and  Mexico, “^hali 
be  available  for  expenditure  for  the  purposes 
of  this  title:  Provided  further,  Tmit  any 
moneys  received  from  the  United/Mexican 
States  under  the  terms  of  any  anch  agree¬ 
ment  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in 
connection  with  any  appropriation  which 
may  be  available  or  which,  mnay  be  made 
available  for  the  purposes  of  this  title:  And 
provided  further,  That  moneys  received  from 
the  city  of  Calexico,  Cajlf.,  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  this  title  Shall  be  available  for 
expenditure  in  connection  with  any  appro¬ 
priations  which  may  be  available  or  which 
may  be  made  available  for  the  purposes  of 
this  title.  , 

And  to  art)Chd  the  title  so  as  to  read: 
“A  bill  to  facilitate  compliance  with  the 
treaty  between  the  United  States  of 
America  and  the  United  Mexican  States 
signed,  February  3,  1944.” 

Mr.  CONNALLY.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  disagree  to  the 
amendments  of  the  House,  ask  a  confer¬ 
ence  with  the  House  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and 
that  the  Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to,  and  the 
Vice  President  appointed  Mr.  Connally, 
Mr.  Thomas  of  Utah,  Mr.  Ftjlbright,  Mr. 
Smith  of  New  Jersey,  and  Mr.  Lodge  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate  at  the 
conference. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Maurer,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
House  had  passed  the  bill  (S.  2423)  to 
amend  section  7  of  the  act  of  February 
27,  1925  (43  Stat.  1008),  relating  to  the 
Osage  Indians  of  Oklahoma,  with 
amendments,  in  which  it  requested  the 
concurrence  of  the  Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  133)  to 
amend  section  2  of  the  act  approved  June 
20,  1936,  entitled  “An  act  to  extend  the 
benefits  of  the  Adams  Act,  the  Purnell 
Act,  and  the  Capper-Ketcham  Act  to  the 
Territory  of  Alaska,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses.” 

The  message  further  announced  that 
th^  House  had  disagreed  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
9038)  ,, to  authorize  the  President  to  de¬ 
termine  the  form  of  the  national  budget 
and  of  departmental  estimates,  to  mod¬ 
ernize  and  simplify  governmental  ac¬ 
counting  and  auditing  methods  and  pro¬ 
cedures,  and  /or  other  purposes;  agreed 
to  the  conference  asked  by  the  Senate 
on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  thereon,  and  that  Mr.  Dawson, 
Mr.  Holifield,  Mr.  Karsten,  Mr.  Rich, 
and  Mr.  Lovre  were  anointed  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  HoQee  at  the  confer¬ 
ence.  \ 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  disagreed  to  the\amendment 
of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  '1$.  9176)  to 
establish  a  system  of  priorities^nd  allo¬ 
cations  for  materials  and  faciliWs,  au¬ 
thorize  the  requisitioning  thereof  pro¬ 
vide  financial  assistance  for  expansftip.  of 
productive  capacity  and  supWy, 
strengthen  controls  over  credit,  regulM 
speculation  on  commodity  exchanges^ 
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^nd  by  these  measures  facilitate  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  goods  and  services  necessary 
foi\the  national  security,  and  for  other 
purposes;  agreed  to  the  conference  asked 
by  the*  Senate  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  that  Mr. 
Spence,  Mr.  Brown  of  Georgia,  Mr.  Pat¬ 
man,  Mr.  Monroney,  Mr.  Wolcott,  Mr. 
Gamble,  and  Mr.  Kunkel  were  appointed 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the 
conference. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  House  had  passed  the  following  bills 
and  joint  resolution^,  in  which  it  re¬ 
quested  the  concurrence  of  the  Senate: 

H.  R.  5941.  An  act  to  incorporate  The  Mili¬ 
tary  Chaplains  Association,  of  the  United 
States  of  America: 

H.  R.  6355.  An  act  to  provide-.for  the  con¬ 
veyance  of  certain  real  propert^to  the  city 
of  Richmond,  Calif.; 

H.  R.  7340.  An  act  to  amend  section  5192 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  with  respecV.to  the 
reserves  of  certain  national  banks; 

H.  R.  7524.  An  act  to  authorize  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  wildlife  management  area^jn 
the  Florida  Keys,  Fla.,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses; 

K.  R.  7677.  An  act  to  provide  for  perfecting 
the  title  of  the  State  of  Nebraska  to  certain 
property  heretofore  known  as  the  Genoa  In¬ 
dian  School; 

H.  R.  7854.  An  act  to  confer  jurisdiction  on 
the  Court  of  Claims  to  hear,  determine,  and 
render  judgment  upon  a  certain  claim  of  the 
Eoard  of  County  Commissioners  of  Sedgwick 
County,  Kans.; 

H.  R.  7990.  An  act  to  incorporate  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Society  of  International  Law,  and  for 
other  purposes; 

H.  R.  8458.  An  act  authorizing  the  Hous¬ 
ing  and  Home  Finance  Administrator  to  re¬ 
lease  the  trustees  of  Columbia  University, 
in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  the  Citizens’ 
Veterans  Homes  Association  of  Rockland 
County,  Inc.,  from  obligations  under  their 
contracts  for  operation  of  veterans’  tempo¬ 
rary  housing  project,  NV-V-30212; 

H.  R.  8534.  An  act  to  authorize  the  ac¬ 
ceptance  of  donations  of  land  to  supplement 
present  parkway  lands  along  the  line  of  the 
Chesapeake  &  Ohio  Canal  between  Great 
Falls  and  Cumberland,  Md.; 

H.  R.  8847.  An  act  to  aid  the  development 
and  maintenance  of  American-flag  shipping 
on  the  Great  Lakes,  and  for  other  purposes; 

H.  R.  9111.  An  act  to  incorporate  the 
United  States  Olympic  Association; 

H.  R.  9134.  An  act  to  amend  title  46, 
United  States  Code,  section  251; 

H.  R.  9284.  An  act  to  amend  the  act  en¬ 
titled  “An  act  to  establish  a  uniform  sys¬ 
tem  of  bankruptcy  throughout  the  United 
States”,  approved  July  1,  1898,  and  acts 
amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary 
thereto; 

H.  R.  9291.  An  act  to  authorize  the  print¬ 
ing  of  the  annual  reports  of  the  Girl  Scouts 
of  the  United  States  of  America  as  separate 
House  documents; 

H.  J.  Res.  385.  Joint  resolution  to  provide 
for  the  acceptance  on  behalf  of  the  United 
States  of  a  memorial  plaque  to  the  memory 
of  Stephen  Collins  Foster,  and  for  other 
purposes; 

H.  J.  Res.  518.  Joint  resolution  authoriz¬ 
ing  the  printing  and  binding  of  a  revised 
edition  of  Cannon’s  Procedure  in  .the  House 
of  Representatives  and  providing  that  the 
same  shall  be  subject  to  copyright  by  the 
author;  and 

H.  J.  Res.  519.  Joint  resolution  to  permit 
the  National  Grange  to  erect  a  marker  on 
Federal  land  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 

Kcu.  a  hrd  agreed  to  a  concurrent  reso¬ 
lution  (II.  Con.  Res.  2.2)  authorizing  the 


Committee  on  the  Judiciary  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  to  have  printed  2,000 
additional  copies  of  serial  14,  part  4,  and 
1,000  additional  copies  of  serial  14,  part 
6,  of  the  hearings,  held  before  said  com¬ 
mittee  entitled  “Study  of  Monopoly 
Power,”  authorized  by  House  Resolution 
137,  Eighty-first  Congress,  first  session, 
in  which  it  requested  the  concurrence  of 
the  Senate. 

ENROLLED  BILLS  SIGNED 

The  message  also  announced  that -the 
Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to  the 
following  enrolled  bills,  and  they  were 
signed  by  the  Vice  President; 

H.  R.  133.  An  act  to  amend  section  2  of 
the  act  approved  June  20,  1936,  entitled  “An 
act  to  extend  the  benefits  of  the  Adams 
Act,  the  Purnell  Act,  and  the  Capper-Ket- 
cham  Act  to  the  Territory  of  Alaska,  and 
for  other  purposes;  and 

H.  R.  8112.  An  act  to  provide  for  the 
transfer  to  the  States  of  the  replicas  of 
the  State  seals  removed  from  the  Chamber 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States. 

HOUSE  BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS 
' .  REFERRED  OR  PLACED  ON  CALENDAR 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu¬ 
tion  were  severally  read  twice  by  their 
titled,  and  referred,  or  ordered  to  be 
placed  on  the  calendar,  as  indicated: 

H.  R.  59ttl.  An  act  to  incorporate  The- 
Military  Chaplains  Association  of  the  United 
States  of  America; 

H.  R.  7854.  jyp  act  to  confer  jurisdiction 
on  the  Court  Claims  to  hear,  determine, 
and  render  judgment  upon  a  certain  claim 
of  the  Board  of  Gtounty  Commissioners  of 
Sedgwick  County,  K%ns.; 

H.  R.  7990.  An  aci^Vto  incorporate  the 
American  Society  of  Ir^rnational  Law,  and 
for  other  purposes; 

H.  R.  9111.  An  act  to\incorporate  the 
United  States  Olympic  Ass^aation;  and 
H.  R.  9284.  An  act  to  amefK}  the  act  en¬ 
titled  “An  aot  to  establish  a  Uniform  sys¬ 
tem  of  bankruptcy  throughoufi^he  United 
States,”  approved  July  1,  1898,  and  acts 
amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary 
thereto;  to  the  Committee  on  the  JuGUciary. 

H.  R.  6355.  An  act  to  provide  for  the-  con¬ 
veyance  of  certain  real  property  to  the  "city 
of  Richmond,  Calif.;  and 

H.  R.  7524.  An  act  to  authorize  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  wildlife  management  area  in 
the  Florida  Keys,  Fla.,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  to  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce. 

H.  R.  7340.  An  act  to  amend  section  5192 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  with  respect  to  the 
reserves  of  certain  national  banks;  and 
H.  R.  8458.  An  act  authorizing  the  Housing 
and  Home  Finance  Administrator  to  release 
the  Trustees  of  Columbia  University,  in  the 
city  of  New  York,  and  the  Citizens’  Veterans 
Homes  Association  of  Rockland  County,  Inc., 
from  obligations  under  their  contracts  for 
operation  of  veterans’  temporary  housing 
project,  NY-V-30212;  to  the  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Currency. 

H.  R.  7677.  An  act  to  provide  for  perfecting 
the  title  of  the  State  of  Nebraska  to  certain 
property  heretofore  known  as  the  Genoa 
Indian  School; 

H.  R.  8847.  An  act  to  aid  the  development 
and  maintenance  of  American-flag  shipping 
on  the  Great  Lakes,  and  for  other  purposes; 
and 

H.  R.  9134.  An  act  to  amend  title  46,  United 
States  Code,  section  251;  ordered  to  be  placed 
on  the  calendar. 

H.  R.  8534.  An  act  to  authorize  the  accept¬ 
ance  of  donations  of  land  to  supplement  pres¬ 
ent  parkway  lands  along  the  line  bf  the 


Chesapeake  and  Ohio  Canal  between  Great 
Falls  and  Cumberland,  Md.;  and 

H.  J.  Res.  519.  Joint  resolution  to  permit 
the  National  Grange  to  erect  a  marker  on 
Federal  land  in  the  District  of  Columbia;  to 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs. 

H.  R.  9291.  An  act  to  authorize  the  print¬ 
ing  of  the  annual  reports  of  the  Girl  Scouts 
of  the  United  States  of  America  as  separate 
House,  documents; 

H.  J.  Res.  385.  Joint  resolution  to  provide 
for  the  acceptance  on  behalf  of  the  United 
States  of  a  memorial  plaque  to  the  memory 
of  Stephen  Collins  Foster,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  and 

H.  J.  Res.  518.  Joint  resolution  authorizing 
the  printing  and  binding  of  a  revised  edition 
of  Cannon’s  Procedure  in  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  and  providing  that  the  same 
shall  be  subject  to  copyright  by  the  author; 
to  the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Administra¬ 
tion. 

PRINTING  OF  ADDITIONAL  COPIES  OF 

HEARINGS  ENTITLED  “STUDY  OF  MO¬ 
NOPOLY  POWER”  BEFORE  HOUSE  COM¬ 
MITTEE  ON  THE  JUDICIARY 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT  laid  before  the 
Senate  House  Concurrent  Resolution  202, 
which  was  read  as  follows; 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
( the  Senate  concurring) ,  That  in  accordance 
with  paragraph  3  of  section  2  of  the  Print¬ 
ing  Act  approved  March  1,  1907,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  be,  and  is  hereby,  author¬ 
ized  and  empowered  to  have  printed  for  its 
use  2,000  additional  copies  of  serial  14,  part 
4,  and  1,000  additional  copies  of  serial  14, 
-  part  6,  of  the  hearings  held  before  said 
committee,  entitled  “Study  of  Monooply 
Power,”  authorized  by  House  Resolution  137, 
Eighty-first  Congress,  first  session. 

Mr.  GREEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
the  immediate  consideration  of  the  con¬ 
current  resolution. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  I  should  like  to  ask  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
whether  this  is  the  regular  procedure  in 
connection  with  such  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tions? 

Mr.  GREEN.  Yes;  and  it  is  customary 
to  act  very  promptly. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  concurrent 
resolution. 

The  concurrent  resolution  was  agreed 
tn  \ 

FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1950 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera- 
:  tion  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and 
:  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act, 
approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  to  author¬ 
ize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
;  construction  of  highways,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  junior  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Lodge]  and  other 
Senators,  which  will  be  stated. 

The  amendment,  offered  by  Mr. 
Lodge  (for  himself,  Mr.  Green,  Mr.  Mc¬ 
Mahon,  Mr.  Neely,  Mr.  Freak,  Mr.  Taft, 
Mr.  Ferguson,  Mr.  Smith  of  New  Jersey, 
Mr.  Saltonstall,  Mr.  Knowland,  Mr. 
j  Erickes,  Mr.  Ives,  Mr.  Martin,  Mr.  Wil¬ 
liams,  Mr.  Hendrickson,-  Mr.  Tobey,  Mr. 
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Flanders,  Mr.  Douglas,  Mr.  Aiken,  and 
Mi-.  Lehman)  ,  was  on  page  20,  beginning 
with  the  word  “The”  in  line  4,  to  strike 
out  all  down  to  and  including  “funds.” 
in  line  7,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following:  “The  sum  herein  authorized 
for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  apportioned 
among  the  several  States  in  the  ratio 
which  the  population  of  each  State  bears 
to  the  total  population  of  all  States  as 
shown  by  the  latest  available  United 
States  census,  but  no  State  shall  receive 
less  than  three-fourths  of  1  percent  of 
the  sum  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
for  each  year  under  this  subsection.” 

Mr.  LODGE  obtained  the  floor. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  If  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Massachusetts  will  permit,  the 
Chair  would  like  to  remind  Senators  that 
at  1 : 30  o’clock,  under  the  agreement  en¬ 
tered  into  last  week,  the  Senate  will  be¬ 
gin  consideration  of  amendments,  with 
the  time  limited  to  5  minutes  on  each 
side.  There  is  no  limitation  up  until 
1:30  o’clock,  and  no  control  of  the  time. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  I  desire 
to  say  a  few  words  in  support  of  the 
amendment  which  is  now  the  pending 
question,  offered  by  myself  and  a  num¬ 
ber  of  other  Senators. 

On  July  13,  1950,  a  resolution  was 
unanimously  adopted  by  the  conference 
of  northeastern  region  highway  officials, 
representing  the  States  of  Massachusetts, 
New  Hampshire,  Vermont,  Connecticut, 
Rhode  Island,  New  York,  New  Jersey, 
Pennsylvania,  Delaware,  and  Maryland. 

The  text  of  the  resolution  is  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Whereas  the  pending  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  legislation  has  established  tentative 
formulas  for  the  allocation  of  funds  to  be 
appropriated  for  highway  purposes;  and 

Whereas  it  is  to  the  interest  of  better 
Nation-wide  highway  transportation  that 
such  allocations  be  established  in  respect 
to  predominate  needs :  Be  it  therefore 

Resolved,  That  in  the  authorization  (5f 
Federal-aid  highway  funds,  and  in  the  allo¬ 
cation  of  such  funds  to  the  various  States 
that  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  give 
full  consideration  to  the  needs  of  the  more 
populous  States  where  the  need  for  such 
highways  is  the  greatest,  the  cost  of  con¬ 
struction  is  the  highest,  and  where  the 
traffic  load  is  the  heaviest;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  the  amendments  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate  of  the  United  States, 
Committee  of  Public  Works,  to  the  Federal 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950,  are  utterly  contrary 
to  the  transportation  and  highway  needs  of 
the  Nation. 

The  commissioner  of  public  works 
of  Massachusetts  has  informed  me  that 
the  principal  objection  which  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  Commission  has  to  H.  R.  7941 
is  in  the  method  of  apportioning  the 
funds  for  improvement  of  the  national 
system  of  interstate  highways,  set  forth 
in  section  5  (b).  So"  the  amendment 
does  not  go  to  the  question  of  primary 
roads  or  secondary  roads.  It  is  aimed 
entirely  at  that  section  of  the  bill  which 
deals  with  interstate  highways,  and  for 
which,  as  I  understand,  $70,000,000  is 
authorized. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  may  inform  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Massachusetts  that  he  is  cor¬ 
rect,  that  his  amendment  would  apply 


only  to  the  interstate  roads.  A  new 
recommendation  in  that  respect  has 
been  made  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works.  After  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  received  the  letter  from  the  Pres¬ 
ident  giving  us  his  views  in  reference 
to  the  pending  bill,  the  committee  took 
certain  action,  and  I  can  inform  the 
Senator  that  on  his  desk  there  now  lies 
a  proposed  amendment,  to  be  submitted 
by  the  committee,  which  will  completely 
do  away  with  the  $70,000,000  for  inter¬ 
state  roads. 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  am  very  glad  to  hear 
that. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
there  is  no  particular  reason  for  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  at  this  time. 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  shall  certainly  ex¬ 
amine  that  amendment.  I  appreciate 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  telling 
me  about  the  amendment.  I  was  not 
aware  of  it,  and  I  will  examine  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  if  he  will 
identify  the  amendment  which  he  says 
is  printed,  so  we  may  examine  it. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  IVES.  The  Senator  from  New 
York  has  not  seen  the  amendment,  but 
he  rises  to  inquire  if  the  amendment 
the  committee  will  offer  would  eliminate 
more  than  the  amount  of  money  in¬ 
volved? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  eliminates  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  question.  The  amendment  is 
dated  8-18-50 — I. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Does  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  refer  to  the  proposal  to 
strike  the  words  “and  subsection  (b)  of 
section  5”  on  page  21,  lines  22  and  23? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  now  referring  to 
page  19,  beginning  in  line  21,  through 
page  21.  In  other  words,  it  strikes  out 
subsection  (a)  and  subsection  (b). 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  shall  certainly  look 
that  up  at  once.  On  page  19  after  “sec¬ 
tion  5  (a)”  it  strikes  out  “For  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  expediting  the  construction 
*  *  ’  *  of  the  national  system  of  in¬ 

terstate  highways”,  and  so  forth.  As 
I  read  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  it  strikes  out  all  the 
language  to  which  the  Public  Works 
Commissioners  from  the  Northeastern 
States  object,  and  therefore  I  see  no 
use  in  pressing  the  amendment  which 
I,  in  common  with  many  other  Senators, 
am  sponsoring. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Of  course,  we  appre¬ 
ciate  the  Senator’s  statement.  I  may 
tell  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
that  the  committee  has  not  changed  its 
mind  whatsoever  as  to  the  necessity  at 
this  moment  for  that  particular  lan¬ 
guage.  But,  in  view  of  the  President’s 
letter  and  because  of  the  fact  that  we 
held  the  hearings  long  before  the  Ko¬ 
rean  situation  arose,  we  thought  it  ad¬ 
visable  at  this  time  to  take  the  action 


we  have  taken,  and  we  struck  all  that 
language  from  the  bill. 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Chair  whether  those  of  us  who  are  spon¬ 
soring  the  amendment  on  which  my 
name  is  printed,  can  withhold  this 
amendment  until  we  see  whether  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  is  agreed  to.  If  the  committee 
amendment  is  agreed  to  then  we  will  not 
need  to  offer  our  amendment. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  amend¬ 
ment  may  be  temporarily  withdrawn 
pending  the  action  on  other  matters,  and 
reoffered  later,  if  need  be. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Yes.  I  assume,  inas¬ 
much  as  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico, 
as  chairman  of  the  committee,  is  sub¬ 
mitting  the  amendment,  that  undoubted¬ 
ly  it  will  be  adopted. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  hope  so;  not  that  I 
am  for  it  spiritually. 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  understand  the  Sen¬ 
ator  is  not  spiritually  for  it,  but  I  also 
know  that  he  is  a  man  of  great  influence 
in  the  Senate. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  that  statement. 

Mr.  LODGE.  And  when  he  is  for  a 
thing,  whether  spiritually  or  not,  it  car¬ 
ries  a  very  great  amount  of  weight.  So, 
for  that  reason,  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
not  extend  my  remarks  very  long. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  would  deeply  appre¬ 
ciate  it  if  the  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  would  give  his  interpretation  of  his 
amendment,  because  whatever  the 
amendment  accomplishes  would  also 
have  a  bearing  on  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment.  I  wish  he  would  give  the  inter¬ 
pretation  for  the  benefit  of  the  Senate.  I 
would  like  to  know  what  the  Senator’s 
amendment  would  accomplish. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  also  would  appreciate 
it  if  the  Senator  would  proceed  with  an 
explanation  of  his  amendment  because 
if  the  amendment  proposed  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  should  have  the  effect  that  is  in¬ 
tended  by  the  committee,  that  amend¬ 
ment,  or  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts,  would  completely 
change  a  procedure  which  has  been  in 
existence  in  connection  with  the  distri¬ 
bution  of  Federal  funds,  since  1916.  I 
should  like  to  have  every  Senator  from 
every  State  be  informed  as  to  the  effects 
of  the  amendment,  if  it  were  to  be  offered 
and  if  it  had  not  been  withdrawn. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield,  to -permit  me  to  ask  a 
question  of  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  in  line  with  the  discussion? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  yield,  if  I  may  obtain 
unanimous  consent  for  that  purpose. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  consent  is  granted. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
if  it  is  a  fact  that  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  and  his  col¬ 
leagues  has  to  do  with  the  language 
which  would  distribute  the  $70,000,000 
to  be  allocated  for  the  so-called  inter¬ 
state  highway  system. 
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Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Yes,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  should  like  to  ask  fur¬ 
ther  if  that  is  a  new  allocation  in  the  bill 
this  year,  one  which  has  not  been  in  sim¬ 
ilar  bills  heretofore. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  KERR.  Let  me  also  ask  if  it  is 
true  that  when  the  House  provided  lan¬ 
guage  for  that  purpose,  it  provided  a  for¬ 
mula  for  the  distribution  of  those  funds, 
which  formula  is  changed  by  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Public  Works. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes;  the  formula  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  House  was  an  entirely  new 
one,  never  before  used  in  connection  with 
road  bills  or  the  work  on  roads. 

Mr.  KERR.  Let  me  also  ask  if  it  is  a 
fact  that  the  new  language  proposed  by 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works 
would  delete  the  allocation  of  570,000,000 
and  the  language  coming  to  the  Senate 
from  the  House  of  Representatives  with 
reference  to  that  item. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes;  that  is  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  my  understanding. 

Mr.  KERR.  Is  it  correct  that  that  is 
the  language  which  is  referred  to  and 
sought  to  be  changed  by  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  have  stated  that  in 
my  discussion  with  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Yes;  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  President,  I  appreciate  the  cour¬ 
tesy  of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  in 
suggesting  that  there  might  be  some  jus¬ 
tification  for  my  making  the  argument 
for  this  amendment,  even  though  it  is 
apparent  that  it  may  not  be  necessary 
to  press  for  its  adoption. 

I  do'not  dispute  the  Senator’s  assertion 
that  this  proposal  does  change  a  formula 
which  we  have  had  for  a  long  time;  but 
I  should  like  to  point  out  that  the  for¬ 
mula  we  have  had  for  a  long  time  deals 
with  primary  and  secondary  roads, 
whereas  the  only  type  of  road  work  at 
which  my  amendment  aims  is  a  compar¬ 
atively  new  type  of  highway  construction 
which  has  been  brought  about  by  new 
traffic  developments  and  new  living  con¬ 
ditions  and  the  whole  growth  of  the  auto¬ 
mobile  traffic  in  our  large  cities. 

The  reason  why  this  matter  did  not 
come  up  earlier  is  that  the  huge  conges¬ 
tion  in  our  metropolitan  centers  is  a 
comparatively  recent  development.  One 
of  the  things  which  makes  the  congestion 
in  the  metropolitan  centers  such  a 
unique  problem  is  the  great  cost  of  the 
land  in  those  areas.  The  question  of 
taking  land  and  buying  rights-of-way  in 
those  areas  is  a  difficult  one,  for  the  land 
is  tremendously  expensive.  I  noted  that 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas] 
said  the  other  day  that  the  cost  of  1  mile 
of  road  in  Delaware  is  approximately  30 
times  the  cost  of  a  mile  of  national  high¬ 
way  in  Wyoming. 

I  would  be  the  last  Senator  ever  to  dis¬ 
pute  the  need  and  justification  for  the 
development  of  the  West  and  of  the  large 
areas  of  our  country.  That  is  one  of  the 
great  purposes  of  the  American  Govern¬ 
ment.  I  think  the  reason  why  George 
Washington  located  the  Capital  in 
Washington  was  that  the  Chesapeake 
and  Chio  Canal  began  here,  and  it  was 


the  best  road  west,  and  he  wanted  the 
Members  of  the  House  and  the  Senate 
to  be  constantly  thinking  of  westward 
expansion.  When  we  expand  and  de¬ 
velop  the  West,  we  help  everyone,  be¬ 
cause  the  boy  from  Massachusetts  moves 
to  Oklahoma ;  and  that  kind  of  migration 
has  been  going  on  all  through  our 
history. 

So  I  am  not  undertaking  to  argue 
against  the  area  formula  which  we  have 
had  for  primary  and  secondary  roads 
for  so  many  years.  But  my  contention 
is  that  the  great  metropolitan  centers — 
for  instance,  Chicago,  Detroit,  Boston, 
New  York,  Philadelphia — which  are  also 
national  problems,  which  also  affect  the 
man  in  Oklahoma  and  the  man  in  New 
Mexico,  require  a  little  different  treat¬ 
ment  and  a  little  specialized  treatment, 
and  that  where  there  are  the  huge  cen¬ 
ters  of  population,  it  is  justifiable  to  set 
up  a  formula  which  is  based  on  popula¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  Do  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  that  the  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  is  addressing  his  remarks  prima¬ 
rily  to  the  allocation  of  funds  to  the  so- 
called  interstate  highway,  if  that  alloca¬ 
tion  were  retained  in  the  bill  or  if  at  a 
future  date  it  were  to  be  included  in  a 
highway  bill? 

Mr.  LODGE.  That  is  correct.  The 
interstate  highway  is  what  I  am  talking 
about. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield,  now  that  he  has  been 
interrupted? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  did  not  quite  under¬ 
stand  the  observation  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Oklahoma,  which 
was  put  in  the  form  of  a  question.  It 
seemed  to  me  that  he  was  saying  that 
the  $70,000,000  would  be  a  new  alloca¬ 
tion. 

Does  the  Senator  mean  that  this  is  the 
first  time  an  allocation  has  ever  been 
recommended  for  interstate  highways? 

Mr.  KERR.  If  I  may  answer,  let  me 
say  that  as  I  understand  the  matter, 
this  is  the  first  highway  bill  which  has 
had  a  fourth  general  allocation  in  the 
main  body  of  the  bill.  Heretofore  the 
allocations  have  been,  first,  for  primary 
roads;  second,  for  secondary  roads; 
third,  for  urban  projects.  But  as  I  un¬ 
derstand  the  matter,  the  allocation  for 
urban  projects  has  been  in  the  bill  only 
since  1944. 

Now,  for  the  first  time,  as  I  understand, 
when  the  bill  came  from  the  House  of 
Representatives  this  time  it  contained  a 
fourth  general  allocation,  designated  as 
the  interstate  highway  allocation. 

As  I  have  brought  out,  and  as  the  Sen¬ 
ator  has  confirmed,  in  providing  that 
fourth  allocation,  the  House  set  up  a 
new  formula  for  the  distribution  of  those 
funds. 

The  action  of  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  as  indicated  by  their 
amendment,  will  take  out  both  that 
fourth  allocation  and  the  language  by 
which  it  would  have  been  distributed. 


Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  further  question? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  deeply  appreciate 
the  answer  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
has  given. 

Now  I  should  like  to  address  this  ques¬ 
tion  to  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts, 
so  that  I  shall  clearly  understand  what 
is  proposed  to  be  done  by  means  of  this 
amendment. 

As  I  understand,  the  new  allocation, 
which  we  might  call  the  allocation  for 
the  super  highway  or  for  the  interstate 
highway,  is  something  new.  I  under¬ 
stand  that  the  House  wrote  a  new  for¬ 
mula  in  that  connection. 

I  further  understand  that  when  the 
bill  came  to  the  Senate,  the  Senate 
committee  voted  to  change  the  formula; 
and  now,  as  I  understand,  the  commit¬ 
tee  amendment  seeks  to  strike  out  not 
only  the  formula  but  also  the  allocation 
going  along  with  it.  If  that  is  done,  we 
shall  be  right  back  where  we  started, 
with  the  highway  system  and  the  roads 
we  have  had,  and  the  formula  in  that 
respect  would  not  be  changed  one  iota. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  In  other  words,  if 
these  provisions  go  out  of  the  bill,  there 
will  be  no  change  at  all  in  the  highway 
system  or  the  road  allocations,  because 
if  the  amendment  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  carries,  it 
will  strike  out  not  only  the  formula  but 
also  the  allocation  of  $70,000,000;  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  LODGE.  No;  the  amendment  I 
have  offered  would  retain  the  $70,000,000, 
but  would  change  the  basis  of  allocation. 

As  I  understand  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  it  does 
precisely  what  my  amendment  does. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  if  I  may 
interrupt,  let  me  say  it  gees  beyond  that. 
The  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  would  retain  the  $70,000,- 
000  allocation,  but  would  change  the 
formula  for  its  distribution,  as  written 
by  the  Senate  committee. 

The  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  and  the  Senate  committee 
not  only  would  strike  from  the  bill  the 
language  of  the  new  formula,  but  also 
the  new  $70,000,000  allocation. 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  whether  that 
is  accurate,  namely,  that  his  amend¬ 
ment  strikes  out  the  entire  $70,000,000 
allocation. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  have  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  strikes-  out  certain  language 
and  also  one  striking  out  completely  the 
$70,000,000  allocation. 

Mr.  LODGE.  But  does  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  strikes  out  the  matter  on 
page  19,  beginning  at  line  21,  strike  out 
the  whole  allocation  of  $70,000,G00?  If 
so,  of  course  I  would  be  opposed  to  that. 
I  should  like  to  retain  the  $70,000,000 
and  allocate  it  on  a  population  basis. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield,  that  is  the  point  I 
was  about  to  attempt  to  make  by  my 
questions,  because  I  understood  that  the 
two  amendments' were  alike,  and  that 
they  would  strike  cut  k:  h  the  allocation 
and  the  formula.  Y,"k;.t  the  Senator 


1950 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


13153 


seeks  to  do  now  is  to  preserve  the 
$70,000,000,  but  to  distribute  it  through 
a  hew  program;  is  not  that  correct? 

Mr.  LODGE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  committee 
amendment  would  strike  not  only  the  al¬ 
location  but  the  formula. 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  should  like  to  retain  it 
the  way  it  came  from  the  House,  by 
which  $70,000,000  is  allocated  for  inter¬ 
state  highways  on  a  population  basis, 
that  formula  applying  only  to  that 
amount. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ  and  Mr.  McCLELLAN 
addressed  the  Chair. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  yield,  and 
if  so,  to  whom? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  yield  first  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  committee  itself," 
of  course,  would  like  to  keep  the  $70,- 
000,000,  but  not  as  it  came  from  the 
House,  so  far  as  distribution  is  concerned. 
We  had  the  old  formula  for  the  distribu¬ 
tion  of  that  money.  But  I  made  the 
statement  heretofore — I  think  the  Sena¬ 
tor  was  present — that,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  President  had  written  a  letter 
to  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  suggesting  that  inasmuch 
as  the  committee  had  taken  action  al- 
loting  $70,000,000  for  this  purpose  prior 
to  the  Korean  situation,  we  should  re¬ 
view  it.  So  we  did  that,  not  because  we 
do  not  favor  the  $70,000,000,  but  because 
economy-minded  people,  here  and  else¬ 
where,  said  we  should  cut  $120,000,000, 
and,  since  the  $70,000,000  item  is  a  new 
one,  we  cut  it  out. 

Mr.  LODGE.  This  is  an  authorization, 
is  it  not? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  is. 

Mr.  LODGE.  We  authorize  things, 
after  which  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  usually  decides  how  much  we  can 
afford  to  appropriate  for  them. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  may  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Massachusetts  that  if  the 
$70,000,000  is  retained,  the  committee 
certainly  is  going  to  insist  on  its  formula  . 
of  distribution. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LODGE.  In  a  moment.  If  I  may 
comment  on  the  last  statement  of  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  it  seems  to 
me  that  his  amendment  striking  out  the 
whole  $70,000,000  pretty  well  defeats  the 
purpose  which  I  and  other  Senators  are 
trying  to  achieve.  We  do  not  care  what 
the  formula  is,  if  we  are  not  going  to  get 
any  money — that  does  not  do  us  any 
good.  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  merely  want  to 
clarify  the  situation.  Since  reporting  the 
bill,  the  President  submitted  a  letter  to 
the  chairman  requesting  a  reduction  in 
these  authorizations.  The  committee 
met  and  went  over  the  items,  and,  be¬ 
cause  this  was  a  new  item  and  because 
every  road  that  would  be  affected  by  the 
$70,000,000  comes  under  either  urban 
roads  or  primary  roads,  we  took  out  the 
$70,000,000,  to  help  bring  the  amount  of 
the  bill  down  to  what  the  President 
wanted  and  recommended. 

If  the  amendment  is  agreed,  which 
will  be  offered  by  the  committee,  to  strike 


out  the  $70,000,000 — and  there  is  noth¬ 
ing  else  at  issue — as  a  matter  of  course, 
the  other  amendment,  to  strike  out  the 
language  applying  a  formula  to  it,  should 
be  adopted.  If  the  Senate  fails  to  strike 
out  the  $70,000,000  item  as  the  commit¬ 
tee  has  recommended,  we  shall  then  have 
the  issue  of  which  kind  of  formula  we 
shall  apply  to  it. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Could  the  Senator  fur¬ 
nish  a  copy  of  the  President’s  letter, 
in  which  he  singled  out  this  particular 
item  for  reduction? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  did  not  say  he 
singled  out  this  particular  item.  I  said 
that,  in  order  to  get  the  amount  of  the 
authorizations  down - 

Mr.  LODGE.  Could  the  Senate  have 
the  benefit  of  the  full  text  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  letter  on  this  subject? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Certainly.  It  was  in¬ 
serted  in  the  Congressional  Record  last 
Thursday. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  if  we  are 
going  to  continue  to  do  any  road  work 
during  the  war,  it  seems  to  me  that  this 
is  a  very  essential  type  of  road  work. 
When  we  consider  the  estimate  that  one 
atomic  bomb  dropped  on  the  city  of  Chi¬ 
cago  at  the  rush  hour  would  entail  540,- 
000  casualties — I  think  that  is  correct, 
although  I  am  quoting  from  memory — 
and  corresponding  casualties  in  other 
crowded  population  centers,  it  makes 
one  realize  that  a  network  of  roads  which 
enables  circulation  and  traffic  to  take 
place  in  the  cities,  is  a  more  pressing 
need  in  the  light  of  the  possibilities  of 
war  than  it  ever  was  before.  Frankly, 
I  cannot  follow  the  reasoning  that  we 
should  focus  especially  on  this  $70,000,- 
000  item. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  It  must  be  borne 
in  mind  that  while  this  undertook  to 
provide  special  treatment  for  interstate 
highways — which  is  something  new — 
every  road  that  is  affected  by  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  still  in  the  bill,  so  far  as  the 
prospect  of  getting  money  to  be  ex¬ 
pended  on  it  is  concerned.  Every  mile 
of  every  interstate  highway  would  either 
be  in  the  urban  system  or  in  the  primary 
system,  so  that  if  we  do  not  get  the  $70,- 
000,000,  which  is  a  new  item,  if  we  are 
to  make  the  reduction,  it  would  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  make  it  in  the  primary  or  in  the 
urban  system;  so  it  all  balances  up  to 
the  same  thing. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  interstate  system 
is  composed  of  primary,  secondary,  and, 
now,  urban  roads. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  only  thing  that 
would  result  from  striking  out  the  $70,- 
000,000  would  be  that  we  would  not  have 
so  much  money  for  that  particular  pur¬ 
pose  as  we  would  like.  But  there  is  still 
plenty  of  money  left  for  the  purposes  the 
Senator  has  in  mind. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Yes;  but  allocated  on  an 
entirely  different  formula.  I  believe  I 
am  correct  in  that,  am  I  not? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  It  would  be  allo¬ 
cated  on  the  basic  formula  which  we 
have  been  following  for  those  items. 


Mr.  LODGE.  So,  I  believe  I  am  cor¬ 
rect  in  stating  that  if  the  $70,000,000  is 
eliminated,  we  go  on  with  primary,  sec¬ 
ondary,  and  urban  construction  on  the 
basis  of  the  old  formula,  but  we  do  not 
engage  in  this  new  work  on  a  population 
basis  in  the  crowded  areas;  which  I  think 
is  vitally  necessary  not  only  because 
peacetime  traffic  has  increased  so  much, 
but  also  because  of  the  threats  of  the 
military  situation. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ  and  Mr.  KERR  addressed 
t;h6  chair 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  yield;  and 
if  so,  to  whom? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  yield  first  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico,  and  then  I  shall 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  will  investigate  the  for¬ 
mula  used  for  the  distribution  of  the 
urban-road  moneys,  he  will  find  out  that 
it  is  based  on  population  only. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Yes,  I  understand  that. 
The  House,  as  I  understand,  however,  in 
addition  to  the  urban-road  amount, 
which  is  based  on  population  only,  de¬ 
cided  on  $70,000,000  for  interstate  high¬ 
ways,  because  the  Members  of  the  House 
were  impressed,  as  I  am,  with  the  very 
difficult  situation  in  our  big  cities.  I 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  was  go¬ 
ing  to  ask  the  Senator  whether  he  did 
not  know  what  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  has  now  said,  which  is  that  there 
is  in  the  bill  an  authorization  of  $125,- 
000,000  strictly  for  roads  affecting  urban 
populations  to  cover  just  what  the 
Senator  has  in  mind,  and  whether  he 
would  not  feel  that  in  order  to  reach 
the  matter  of  which  he  speaks,  particu¬ 
larly  with  reference  to  the  metropolitan 
areas,  his  amendment  should  be  one  to 
increase  the  amount  allocated  to  the 
urban  development?  Would  not  that  be 
the  way  to  reach  the  problem  the  Sena¬ 
tor  has  in  mind? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  do  not  think  that  is 
the  only  consideration  we  have  in  con¬ 
nection  with  this  matter.  I  have  a  brief 
statement  here  on  this  interstate  high¬ 
way  concept,  which  I  think  is  pertinent 
and  which  I  should  like  to  read,  in  view 
of  certain  of  the  questions  which  have 
been  asked.  It  was  prepared  for  me  by 
my  staff,  and  is  based  on  information 
from  official  sources: 

The  system  of  Interstate  highways  was 
selected  and  adopted  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  provide  for  a  basic  network  of  the 
most  important  roads  in  the  Nation  which 
serve  the  greatest  proportionate  volume  of 
traffic. 

An  example  of  that  is  Route  1,  which 
runs  all  the  way  from  Maine  to  Florida. 

This  1  percent  system  of  approximately 
37,000  miles  serves  ever  20  percent  of  the 
traffic.  Of  this  mileage,  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment's  own  studies  show  that  the  heaviest 
volumes  and  the  most  important  parts  of  this 
network  from  the  standpoint  of  national 
transportation  need  are  in  the  heavily  popu¬ 
lated  States.  These  are  the  States  where  the 
costs  for  construction  are  the  greatest  for 
the  reason  that  higher  traffic  volumes  de¬ 
mand  construction  to  standards  much 
greater  than  in  the  less  heavily  populated 
States  where,  in  most  cases,  low  traffic  vol¬ 
umes  are  encountered.  Equally  important. 
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because  of  the  heavy  concentration  of  popu¬ 
lation,  more  of  the  construction  of  this  net¬ 
work  of  roads  is  In  urban  and  suburban  areas 
where  construction  costs  are  higher,  costly 
designs  must  be  used  to  avoid  wholesale  ac¬ 
quisition  of  expensive  rights-of-way  and  the 
number  of  intersecting  arteries  which  must 
be  bridged  is  greater. 

Under  the  bill  as  it  is  now  before  us,  the 
Northeastern  States  for  example,  because  of 
their  high  population  but  smaller  areas, 
would  be  reduced  in  their  share  of  this  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  from  almost  $20,000,000  to  only 
$11,000,000.  This  represents  a  reduction  of 
almost  50  percent.  This  change  in  the  ap¬ 
portionment  will  mean  severe  curtailment  of 
the  various  States’  plans  for  improvement  of 
the  interstate  system. 

I  have  been  advised  that  while  Massachu¬ 
setts,  for  example,  contributes  to  the 'Federal 
Government  in  all  its  imposts  on  auto  and 
truck  transportation  a  sum  of  approximately 
$30,000,000,  it  receives  but  $10,000,000  in  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  for  our  highways.  This  disparity 
will  be  increased  by  the  Senate  amendment. 
The  same  variance  holds  for  all  industrial 
areas.  While  these  States  contribute  in  the 
various  automotive  taxes  the  sum  of  $290,- 
000,000,  they  receive  for  highway  purposes 
from  the  Federal  Government  only  $93,000,- 
000. 

Mr.  KERR.  Hr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  $30,000,0000  which 
the  Senator  mentioned  as  having  been 
paid  by  the  State  of  Massachusetts  is 
from  all  motor- vehicle  taxes  paid,  is  it 
not? 

Mr.  LODGE.  Automobile  and  truck 
taxes. 

Mr.  KERR.  Is  it  not  also  from  gaso¬ 
line,  lubricating  oils,  motor  vehicles,  and 
parts? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  think  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  think  the  Senator  men¬ 
tioned  $290,000,000  which  he  said  went 
to  a  certain  group  of  States.  How  much 
had  those  States  paid  in? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  did  not  mention  any 
amount  going  to  other  States. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  thought  the  Senator 
mentioned  a  group  of  States  that - 

Mr.  LODGE.  The  Senator  is  thinking 
of  someone  else. 

Mr.  KERR.  What  was  the  last  state¬ 
ment  the  Senator  made? 

Mr.  LODGE.  The  Senator  is  trying  to 
trip  me  up  on  my  argument.  I  said  that 
while  these  States  contribute  in  the  va¬ 
rious  automotive  taxes  the  sum  of  $290,- 
000,000,  they  receive  for  highway  pur¬ 
poses  from  the  Federal  Government  only 
$93,000,000.  I  was  not  talking  about 
States  which  received  a  great  deal  and 
contributed  little.  I  was  about  to  read 
the  names  of  the  States  when  the  Sen¬ 
ator  started  to  question  me. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  beg  the  Senator’s  par¬ 
don.  I  was  listening  with  interest. 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  am  glad  the  Senator 
was  listening  with  interest.  He  is  always 
delightful,  and  an  astute  debater. 

I  shall  read  the  names  of  the  States. 
They  are  as  follows: 

California,  Connecticut,  Delaware,  Illi¬ 
nois,  Kentucky,  Louisiana,  Maryland, 
Massachusetts,  Michigan,  New  Hamp¬ 
shire,  New  Jersey,  New  York,  North  Car¬ 
olina,  Ohio,  Pennsylvania,  Rhode  Island, 
Vermont,  and  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 


Mr.  LODGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  How  many  are  there? 

Mr.  LODGE.  Eighteen.  These  are 
the  States  which  contribute  from  various 
automotive  taxes  $290,000,000  and  re¬ 
ceive  for  highway  purposes  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  only  $93,000,000. 

I  do  not  stand  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  and  argue  that  Federal  tax 
money  should  be  distributed  on  the  basis 
of  where  it  came  from.  But  here  we 
have  a  question  that  is  national  in  scope. 
I  think  Highway  No.  1  from  Maine  to 
Florida  is  a  matter  of  national  interest. 
The  American  people  like  to  travel.  In 
the  State  of  Massachusetts  we  see,  in  the 
summer,  license  plates  from  every  State 
in  the  Union. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mi*.  LODGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  How  does  the  Senator 
think  Highway  No.  1  rates  in  comparison 
with  the  highway  from  San  Francisco  to 
Los  Angeles? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  am  not  familiar  with 
that  highway,  but  I  would  say  it  is  a  very 
important  highway. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  have  been  in  every 
State  in  the  Union,  and,  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  will  never  find  me  taking 
a  narrow-minded  view  of  these  questions. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mi'.  LODGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  In  referring  to 
what  certain  States  pay,  does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Massachusetts  know  of  any 
accurate  formula  to  ascertain  who  actu¬ 
ally  pays  the  taxes  which  are  collected 
in  a  given  State? 

Mr.  LODGE.  No ;  I  do  not  think  there 
is  an  accurate  formula.  I  think  there 
are  some  States  credited  with  an  im¬ 
mense  Federal  tax  contribution.  As  I 
remember.  North  Carolina  is  credited 
with  an  immense  Federal  tax  contribu¬ 
tion  because  of  the  stamp  taxes  paid 
on  cigarettes.  There  are  all  sorts  of 
factors  involved  which  make  it  very  diffi¬ 
cult  to  define  the  figures  in  any  detail. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Is  it  not  a  fact 
that  everyone  who  uses  the  product  of  a 
corporation  which  pays  a  tax  on  its 
earnings  helps  to  pay  that  tax,  because 
it  is  passed  on  to  him?  A  shoe  manu¬ 
facturer  in  Massachusetts  does  not  sell 
shoes  only  to  the  people  of  Massachu¬ 
setts.  Many  people  in  the  South  wear 
shoes  these  days. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Yes,  for  some  little 
time,  I  will  say  to  the  Senator;  ever 
since  I  can  remember. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  The  American 
Tobacco  Co.  used  to  pay  $200,000 
in  tax  money  on  cigarettes  every  day  it 
operated.  The  amount  is  greater  in 
these  days.  The  Lucky  Strike  cigarette 
goes  all  over  the  United  States,  and  the 
man  who  buys  that  cigarette  is  the  man 
who  actually  pays  the  tax  on  it,  but  it 
is  collected  through  the  excise  tax  im¬ 
posed  on  the  manufacturer. 

Mr.  LODGE.  That  is  exactly  what  I 
was  saying.  The  Senator  has  substan¬ 
tiated  my  contention  that  the  figures  of 
tax  collections  in  certain  States  do  not 
furnish  a  very  dependable  basis,  but  they 
do  furnish  a  rough  indication.  But  I  am 


arguing  for  the  formula  because  I  think 
it  is  very  definitely  in  the  national  in¬ 
terest  to  complete  interstate  highways 
and  to  take  them  through  great  metro¬ 
politan  centers.  I  think  that  is  a  thing 
which  has  grown  essential  in  time  of 
peace  because  of  the  advances  in  auto¬ 
motive  traffic,  and  I  believe  the  world 
situation  and  the  possibility  of  hostili¬ 
ties  make  it  even  more  necessary  that 
we  take  steps  which  will  improve  traffic 
and  improve  circulation  in  the  great 
population  centers.  I  find  it  difficult 
to  understand  how,  if  we  are  going  to 
cut  down  authorizations  for  road  con¬ 
struction,  that  we  should  cut  down  this 
kind  of  road-building  program  more 
than  we  cut  down  road  building  out  in 
the  country,  in  the  woods,  and  in  the 
fields. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  wondered  if  any  calcula¬ 
tions  had  been  made  on  the  basis  of  the 
distribution  and  collection  of  gasoline 
taxes.  I  understand  the  gasoline  tax  is 
sufficient  to  pay  the  entire  road  appro¬ 
priation.  Roughly  speaking,  therefore, 
the  taxes  must  come  in  proportion  to 
the  population,  because,  after  all,  they 
are  paid  by  the  people  using  the  roads, 
by  the  people  who  have  automobiles,  and 
I  should  think  that  the  distribution  of 
the  gasoline  tax  would  indicate  that,  as 
a  matter  of  fact,  it  is  paid  largely  in  pro¬ 
portion  to  the  population. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  in  a 
moment. 

There  is  a  table  on  page  12963  of  the 
Record  of  August  18  which  shows,  for 
example,  that  the  State  of  Ohio  would 
receive  3.87  percent  of  the  authorization 
under  House  bill  7941,  and  that  it  paid 
5.88  percent  of  the  total  Federal  gas  tax 
paid. 

Mr.  TAFT.  The  payment  of  this  tax  is 
very  largely  in  the  place  where  the  roads 
are  used. 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  understand  that  in  a 
number  of  States,  and  I  know  it  is  true 
in  Massachusetts,  the  gas-tax  receipts 
are  earmarked  for  highway  work  and 
cannot  be  spent  for  anything  else.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  is  true  of  other  parts  of  the 
country. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Generally  speaking, 
that  is  correct. 

Mr.  LODGE.  To  use  such  receipts  as 
a  yardstick  for  allocating  Federal  high¬ 
way  funds  is,  I  think,  clearly  justifiable, 
though  it  might  be  argued  that  we 
should  not  use  general  tax  receipts  for 
such  a  purpose. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  should  not  be  a  cri¬ 
terion  in  all  instances,  for  the  reason 
that  in  Ohio  it  is  true  that  there  is  a 
larger  population  than  there  is  in  New 
Mexico,  but  there  are  more  people  from 
Ohio  now  living  in  New  Mexico  than 
there  are  people  from  New  Mexico  living 
in  Ohio.  The  gasoline  bought  in  Ohio  is 
not  necessarily  all  bought  by  Ohio  peo¬ 
ple.  There  is  more  gasoline,  possibly, 
bought  in  New  York  City  by  people  from 
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New  Jersey  than  is  bought  by  New  York 
City  people. 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  would  say  that  the  taxes 
are  paid  almost  exactly  in  proportion  to 
the  places  where  the  roads  are  used.  On 
the  average  that  is  where  it  must  be  paid. 
It  must  be  paid  where  the  roads  are  used. 
So  it  is  not  only  the  length  of  the  roads. 
It  is  also  the  density  and  volume  of  traf¬ 
fic  which  must  be  taken  into  considera¬ 
tion  in  the.  matter  of  gasoline  taxes. 

Mr.  LODGE.  It  does  not  matter  of 
what  State  an  individual  is  a  citizen.  It 
is  a  fundamental  American  proposition. 
It  is  impossible  to  separate  the  highways 
from  the  people  who  use  them. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  What  is  the  differ¬ 
ence  between  a  primary  highway  and  a 
so-called  interstate  highway?  As  I  un¬ 
derstand,  prior  to  this  time  primary 
highways  have  included  the  class  of 
highway  the  distinguished  Senator  is  dis¬ 
cussing.  Is  that  correct?  What  is  the 
difference? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  think  that  is  true. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Who  is  to  determine 
that  question?  I  can  see  that  it  would 
be  possible  to  make  an  allocation  on  the 
basis  of  gasoline  taxes  or  on  the  basis  of 
some  other  formula  which  might  be  de¬ 
veloped.  However,  who  determines  what 
is  an  interstate  highway  and  what  is  a 
primary  highway  in  this  new  allocation? 

Mr.  LODGE".  I  think  the  Senator  is 
correct  that  an  interstate  highway  em¬ 
braces  primary,  secondary,  and  urban 
roads.  If  I  am  incorrect,  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  will  correct  me.  Who 
it  is  that  decides  what  is  an  interstate 
highway,  I  do  not  know.  Perhaps  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  may  be  able 
to  tell  us. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  A  primary  road  is  a 
through  road,  but  does  not  have  the  top 
priority  that  an  interstate  road  has. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Who  determines  that 
question?  '  One  highway,  No.  40,  runs 
through  Maryland.  There  are  many 
highways  in  this  vicinity.  Are  all  those 
highways  included  in  the  new  alloca¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  All  roads  are  included 
in  the  new  allocation. 

The  determination  as  to  what  is  a  pri¬ 
mary  road  and  what  is  an  interstate  road 
is  made  by  the  States,  remembering  that 
the  States  have  the  final  say  as  to  alloca¬ 
tion,  and  so  forth,  with  the  cooperation 
and  understanding  of  the  Bureau  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Roads. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Before  the  new  allo¬ 
cation  was  suggested  certainly  the  pri¬ 
mary  roads  included  the  so-called  inter¬ 
state  highways. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Primary  roads,  second¬ 
ary  roads,  and  even  urban  roads  make 
up  an  interstate  road. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  If  that  be  correct, 
who  determines  what  an  interstate  high¬ 
way  is,  and  where  the  allocations  go?  I 
know  that  in  the  State  of  Nebraska, 
which  is  a  sparsely  settled  State  as  com¬ 
pared  with  some  other  States,  we  have 
Highway  No.  30  going  through  the  State 
from  one  end  to  the  other.  We  have 
United  '  States  Highway  No.  6  going 
through  the  State  from  one  end  to  the 


other.  We  have  Highway  No.  20,  which 
goes  through  the  State  from  one  end  to 
the  other,  east  and  west.  Going  north 
and  south  we  have  other  United  States 
highways.  What  I  am  asking  is:  Are 
any  of  the  roads  which  heretofore  have 
been  considered  largely  primary  roads 
included  in  the  highway  allocation  which 
the  distinguished  Senator  is  talking 
about? 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  and  the  States  themselves  deter¬ 
mine  the  importance  of  the  roads. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  yield  the  floor.  I  have  taken  half 
an  hour.  There  is  only  a  half  hour  left, 
and  I  think  it  is  only  fair  for  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  and  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  to  have  some  time.  Before 
I  do  so,  I  should  like  to  inquire  from  the 
Chair  whether  I  am  correct  in  under¬ 
standing  that  the  amendment  which  I 
offered  is  the  pending  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
George  in  the  chair) .  It  is  the  pending 
amendment.  Of  course,  the  Senator 
may  withdraw  it. 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  think  the  orderly  pro¬ 
cedure  to  follow  would  be  to  go  ahead 
and  vote  on  the  amendment,  because  it 
sets  up  a  formula.  Then  we  can  decide 
whether  to  strike  out  the  whole  item. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor.  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
McClellan]  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez]  for  their  forbear¬ 
ance. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  does  the  Senator  refer  to  his 
amendment  7-28-50 — D,  which  was  in¬ 
troduced  by  a  number  of  sponsors? 

Mr.  LODGE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  out 
of  deference  to  other  members  of  the 
committee  who  may  wish  to  make  some 
remarks,  and  in  view  of  the  limitation  of 
time,  I  shall  be  very  brief  in  my  remarks. 
As  chairman  of  the  subcommittee  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Public  Works,  which 
processed  the  bill,  I  wish  first  of  all  to 
express  my  appreciation  to  my  colleagues 
on  the  subcommittee  for  the  splendid  at¬ 
tendance,  interest,  and  cooperation 
which  they  gave  in  the  development  of 
the  proposed  legislation. 

Mr.  President,  my  recollection  is  that 
after  the  subcommittee  had  finished  its 
work,  after  holding  what  I  regard  as 
rather  extensive  hearings,  in  which  we 
gave  to  every  interested  party  who 
wanted  to  appear  before  the  committee 
and  give  his  views  regarding  the  highway 
problem  the  opportunity  to  be  heard,  and 
after  we  had  finished  our  work  and  re¬ 
ported  to  the  full  committee,  the  full 
committee  voted  unanimously  to  report 
the  pending  bill.  At  the  time  we  started 
the  hearings  on  the  measure  I  think 
every  member  of  the  committee  had  gen¬ 
erally  an  open  mind  as  to  what  we  should 
finally  do.  We  undertook  to  develop  the 
facts  and  information  which  were  perti¬ 
nent  to  guide  us  in  our  deliberations. 
We  are  faced  with  the  dilemma,  and  it 
became  more  pointed  as  the  hearings 
progressed,  of  the  need  of  highway  con¬ 
struction  in  view  of  the  accelerated 
burden  of  traffic  upon  our  roads  and  the 


neglect  which  had  occurred  to  the  high¬ 
way  construction  program  during  the 
war.  It  made  a  strong  appeal  to  us  to 
report  a  bill  with  much  larger  authori¬ 
zations  than  we  finally  reported. 

Yet,  we  were  also  confronted  with  a 
necessity  of  trying  to  economize,  in  view 
of  our  heavy  expenditures  abroad  and 
our  operating  at  a  deficit  here  at  home. 
Of  course,  at  that  time  the  Korean  war 
had  not  started.  We  developed  the  bill 
in  the  light  of  what  we  may  term  peace 
conditions,  although  the  peace  is  un¬ 
stable,  as  we  know. 

However,  taking  into  account  the  tre¬ 
mendous  need  for  road  construction  in 
America  today,  in  order  to  keep  pace  with 
traffic  conditions  and  demands,  we  re¬ 
ported  a  bill  authorizing  $748,500,000, 
which  is  nearly  $100,000,000  in  excess  of 
the  bill  passed  by  the  House,  and  some¬ 
what  more  than  that  in  excess  of  the 
Budget  Bureau’s  recommendation.  Be¬ 
tween  the  time  the  House  passed  its  bill 
and  the  Senate  committee  reported  its 
measure,  some  $45,500,000  had  been 
added  by  Budget  recommendation.  I 
modify  that  statement  with  cne  excep¬ 
tion.  We  placed  in  the  bill  some  $25,- 
000,000  for  access  roads,  which  is  $15,- 
000,000  in  excess  of  the  Budget  Bureau’s 
recommendations,  but  the  other  items 
had  been  subsequently  recommended  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  that  ac¬ 
counted  in  some  measure  for  our  bill 
being  greater. 

Mr.  President,  following  the  letter  of 
the  President  to  the  chairman,  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  met,  and,  in  an  effort  to  com¬ 
ply  with  the  President’s  suggestions,  we 
have  reconsidered  the  bill  and  recom¬ 
mended  a  reduction  of  $120,000,000  un¬ 
der  the  amount  as  originally  reported. 
Amendments  will  be  offered  by  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  to  effectuate 
those  reductions. 

There  are  two  things  in  the  bill  which 
may  be  controversial.  The  first  is  the 
formula  which  the  Senator  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  has  been  discussing,  and  has 
an  amendment  to  change.  If  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  recommendations  with  respect 
to  reductions,  and  the  amendment  that 
will  be  offered  to  strike  out  of  the  bill 
the  $70,000,000,  are  agreed  to,  that  will 
remove  any  controversy  about  formula. 
So  I  think  that  insisting  on  voting  on 
the  formula,  and  having  the  argument 
on  that  now,  is  getting  the  cart  a  bit 
ahead  of  the  horse.  If  the  committee 
recommendations  are  followed,  there 
will  actually  be  no  issue  and  it  occurs  to 
me  that  the  amendment  properly  to  be 
voted  on  would  be  the  one  to  strike  out 
the  $70,000,000.  That  would  be  the  more 
orderly  procedure. 

I  can  appreciate  that  differences  of 
opinion  arise  as  to  what  is  a  proper  for¬ 
mula,  and  I  was  interested  in  the  dis¬ 
cussion  here  a  few  moments  ago,  because 
this  involves  interstate  highways,  and 
what  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  was  discussing  primarily 
was  the  urban  problem,  the  problem  in¬ 
volving  the  territory  around  the  con¬ 
gested  centers.  There  cannot  be  an  in¬ 
terstate  highway  unless  the  highway 
goes  somewhere,  goes  into  another 
State.  It  matters  not  how  much  we 
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spend  at  a  big  city,  if  the  highway  goes 
no  further,  we  have  not  solved  the  prob¬ 
lem.  The  arguments  the  able  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  makes  in  support 
of  the  formula  to  which  he  has  addressed 
himself  primarily  are  more  pertinent  to 
the  urban  provisions  of  the  bill,  and  not 
to  the  interstate  provisions,  because  if 
a  read  is  not  constructed  to  its  destina¬ 
tion  across  State  lines,  there  is  not  an 
interstate  system. 

I  will  not  take  the  time  to  go  into  it, 
but  there  was  some  discussion  about 
how  this  interstate  system  was  devel¬ 
oped.  A  chart  was  submitted  by  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Public  Roads,  and  I  have  hand¬ 
ed  it  to  the  Senators  interested  to  show 
how  the  system  was  developed. 

Mr.  President,  I  must  hurry  on.  In  his 
letter  the  President  indicated  that  he 
thought  $25,000,000  for  access  roads  was 
more  than  was  needed,  and  we  have  re¬ 
duced  it  to  $10,000,000. 

The  other  item  which  might  be  con¬ 
troversial — and  I  assume  we  will  have  to 
deal  with  it — is  the  provision  written  into 
the  bill  with  reference  to  the  secondary 
highway  system.  There  are  those  who 
are  objecting  to  the  policies  which  have 
been  written  into  the  bill  with  reference 
to  that  system.  Let  me  state  what  we 
are  confronted  with  in  respect  to  that. 

In  the  very  conception  of  the  Federal- 
aid  highway  program  the  primary  purl 
pose  was  to  build  post  roads. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  one  question? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Briefly;  I  do  not 
have  much  time. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  $70,000,000  is 
one  item  making  up  the  reduction  of 
one-hundred-and-twenty-some  million 
dollars,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Yes,  because  it  is 
new,  and  because  every  road  to  which  it 
would  apply  is  in  the  Federal  and  urban 
system. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  What  is  the  other 
item? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  There  are  a  num¬ 
ber  of  items.  We  reduced  the  authori¬ 
zation  for  secondary  roads  by  $25,000,- 
000.  We  reduced  that  for  access  roads 
by  two  or  three  million,  and  there  are 
two  or  three  other  small  reductions  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  $120,000,000  figure. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield,  will  he  state  how 
much  more  this  bill  carries,  as  amended, 
compared  with  the  expenditures  for  the 
past  year? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  For  the  past  year 
there  was  a  total  of  $513,000,000  in  au¬ 
thorizations,  as  I  recall,  and  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill,  with  the  amendment  which  will 
be  offered  by  the  committee,  will  bring 
the  amount  for  this  year  to  $628,500,000. 

Mr.  BYRD.  There  is  actually  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $112,000,000;  is  there  not? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  true,  and 
let  me  say,  in  connection  with  that, 
although  I  want  to  hurry  along  be¬ 
cause  other  Senators  desire  to  speak, 
that  it  is  shown  that  with  the  traffic 
increases  upon  our  highways,  and  the 
road  conditions  due  to  our  inability  to 
carry  cut  a  satisfactory  program,  and  to 
keep  pace  v/ith  the  demands  during  the 
war,  it  would  take  today  $11,000,000,000 
to  place  the  primary  highway  system  of 


the  Nation  in  a  satisfactory  condition, 
or  a  condition  of  development  commen¬ 
surate  with  the  needs  of  the  country,  and 
would  take  about  $41,000,000,000  to  put 
all  the  systems  within  the  Federal  high¬ 
way  group  in  a  proper  condition  to  meet 
the  demands. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  in  order 
that  the  Senator  from  Virginia  may  not 
be  confused,  I  may  say  that  heretofore 
authorization  bills  have  been  for  roads 
which  are  primary,  secondary,  and,  of 
late,  urban,  but  it  happens  now  that  all 
the  authorization  for  other  road  items 
come  within  the  pending  bill,  too.  For 
instance,  there  are  forest  highways  and 
forest  roads. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  understand  that,  but 
these  figures  are  comparable.  I  have 
the  same  information  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  has,  showing  that  the  present 
expenditure  is  $513,500,000,  but  the 
pending  bill  provides  for  $628,500,000. 

I  call  the  attention  of  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  to  the  tremendous  in¬ 
crease  in  the  money  available  for  roads 
in  the  States.  It  has  increased  three¬ 
fold  since  1945,  according  to  the  figures 
I  have.  The  States  have  available  for 
highway  expenditure  three  times  as 
much  as  they  had  5  years  ago. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  say  a  word  in  conclusion,  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  secondary-highway  system. 
First,  I  want  to  correct  an  impression 
which  was  made  here  the  other  day  that 
it  was  only  the  South  that  was  here 
begging  for  something.  The  same  con¬ 
dition  of  need  for  aid  is  found  in  all  the 
Western  States,  and  even  as  to  those 
their  representatives  came  asking  the 
committee  to  go  much  further  than  it 
went  in  the  direction  of  providing  aid. 
The  purpose  is  to  try  to  get  a  little  more 
money  in  the  places  where  there  has 
definitely  been  neglect,  and  as  to  which 
the  road  legislation,  when  it  wa^  initi¬ 
ated,  was  primarily  intended  to  give  the 
greatest  service. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  one  other  thing, 
in  conclusion,  to  which  I  want  to  call  at¬ 
tention,  namely,  subparagraph  (b),  on 
page  32  of  the  bill,  where  the  committee 
has  undertaken  to  meet  any  emergency 
situation  by  providing  that — 

In  the  event  of  a  national  emergency  de¬ 
clared  by  the  Congress  or  by  the  President, 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  notwithstanding 
other  provisions  of  the  law,  may  utilize  any 
unexpended  balances  of  the  amounts  au¬ 
thorized  and  apportioned  under  the  Federal 
highway  legislation  for  all  of  the  cost  of 
road  projects  certified  as  essential  to  the 
national  defense,  by  any  agency  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  designated  by  the  President  to 
make  such  certification. 

Mr.  President,  it  may  well  develop  that 
all  these  appropriations  may  not  be  con¬ 
trolled  primarily  by  any  formula  at  all 
as  we  go  into  the  2  years  ahead  of  us.  If 
that  situation  develops,  the  appropria¬ 
tions,  or  most  of  them,  will  be  controlled, 
I  am  certain,  by  the  certifications  pro¬ 
vided  for. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
be  very  brief,  but  I  do  desire  to  call  the 
attention  of  the  Senate  to  the  provisions 
of  the  bill  with  reference  to  the  sec¬ 
ondary  highway  funds. 

It  has  been  mistakenly  stated  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  that  the  portion  of 


the  bill  having  to  do  with  secondary 
highways  relates  to  roads  capable  of 
accommodating  15,  20,  or  30  vehicles  a 
day.  That  is  entirely  a  mistake.  The 
bill  contains  a  protective  provision  under 
which  before  any  project  can  be  ap¬ 
proved  for  Federal  funds  it  has  to  clear 
through  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  in 
Washington.  Of  course,  the  Bureau  is 
not  going  to  accept  any  absurd'  plan  in¬ 
volving  the  approval  of  projects  unless 
the  roads  carry  a  reasonable  amount  of 
traffic.  There  exists  a  reasonable 
amount  of  safeguard. 

In  1936  the  Congress  set  up  the  farm- 
to-market  road  program,  and  practically 
every  year  since  there  has  been  addi¬ 
tional  legislation  enacted  in  connection 
with  that  program.  That  was  so  in  1944 
and  also  in  1948.  But  the  hard  facts 
are,  Mr.  President,  that  in  many  of  the 
States  far  too  much  of  this  money  has 
been  spent,  as  a  practical  matter,  in 
building  a  few  miles  of  very  high-priced 
roads.  Therefore,  the  money  is  really 
not  getting  to  the  people  for  whom  it  was 
originally  intended. 

In  speaking  of  the  amendment,  I  am 
referring  now  to  language,  not  to  dol¬ 
lars.  We  ought  to  enact  this  language, 
or  repeal  the  words  “farm-to-market” 
and  the  words  “rural-road  routes  and 
school-bus  routes”,  because  those  words 
are  a  misnomer  and  are  misleading  to 
the  people.  I  am  not  talking  through 
my  hat  when  I  say  that.  I  have  before 
me  the  testimony  of  Mr.  MacDonald,  the 
man  who  perhaps  knows  more  about  this 
subject  from  a  national  standpoint  than 
does  anyone  else.  He  testified  before 
the  committee  that  he  thought  far  too 
much  of  this  money  had  been  going  to 
expensive  projects  and  that  more  of  it 
ought  to  be  channeled  on  down  to  othor 
roads.  I  will  read  his  exact  words.  I 
read  from  near  the  top  of  page  504  of 
the  hearings  before  a  subcommittee  of 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
Senate: 

Senator  Stennis.  What  was  your  observa¬ 
tion,  though? 

Mr.  MacDonald.  Personally,  though,  I 
would  he  very  glad  to  see  the  use  of  the 
secondary  funds  largely  limited  to  the  roads 
under  county  jurisdiction  or  which  have 
been  taken  over  by  the  States  since  the 
1944  act.  That  may  not  be  very  popular, 
but  I  think  it  is  right. 

Mr.  MacDonald  means  that  it  might 
not  be  so  very  popular  with  some  of  the 
engineer  departments  in  some  of  the 
States,  but,  he  says,  “I  think  it  is  right.” 
Other  evidence  along  the  same  line  was 
given  by  the  same  witness.  I  do  not 
have  time  to  read  more  of  it.  Mr.  D.  C. 
Greer,  president,  American  Association 
of  State  Highway  Officials,  agrees  with 
Mr.  MacDonald  in  that  statement.  Mr. 
Greer  is  an  outstanding  man.  He  is 
State  highway  engineer  of  the  State  of 
Texas.  Mr.  F.  R.  White,  chief  engineer, 
Iowa  State  Highway  Commission,  also 
agrees  with  Mr.  MacDonald.  Mr.  White 
has  done  a  very  fine  piece  of  work  over 
a  period  of  a  quarter  of  a  century.  Mr. 
MacDonald’s  position  is  approved  by  the 
subcommittee  that  heard  all  the  testi¬ 
mony.  It  is  approved  by  the  full  com¬ 
mittee.  The  argument  is  simply  mis¬ 
takenly  made  that  the  provision  would 
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extend  Federal  aid  to  roads  on  which 
there  is  no  traffic. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  do  not  want  to  inter¬ 
fere  with  the  Senator  in  making  his 
statement.  I  agree  wholeheartedly  with 
him  on  this  particular  point ;  taut  I  should 
like  to  ask  him  one  question.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Lodge]  pre¬ 
sented  an  argument  on  the  basis  of  a 
new  formula  for  interstate  highways, 
based  primarily,  I  take  it,  on  population. 
I  should  like  to  ask  if  any  evidence  was 
submitted  by  Mr.  MacDonald  or  others, 
to  the  effect  that  interstate  highways 
should  participate  on  a  basis  other  than 
that  of  population?  It  seems  to  me  that 
if  we  are  to  have  interstate  highways  to 
serve  the  United  States  of  America  from 
one  coast  to  the  other,  the  decision  with 
respect  to  them  must  be  arrived  at  on 
some  different  basis.  Population  may  be 
included  in  the  basis  for  selection. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  There  are  other  Sena¬ 
tors  far  better  prepared  to  speak  on  that 
subject  than  I  am.  I  should  like  to  make 
simply  a  closing  remark.  Then  I  will 
occupy  no  more  time. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  ask  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  if  it  is  not  true  that 
when  it  comes  to  dollar  expenditures  in 
building  rural  roads,  if  the  standards 
required  are  not  of  the  expensive  type, 
as  suggested  by  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads,  we  will  have  many  more  miles  of 
road  to  serve  more  people  at  no  greater 
cost? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  from  Utah 
is  entirely  correct.  The  Bureau  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Roads  has  announced  a  policy  of  lib¬ 
erality  with  reference  to  these  standards, 
because  it  wants  to  serve  more  people. 

In  deference  to  other  Senators  who 
desire  to  speak,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  see 
that  only  a  few  minutes  remain,  and  I 
shall  try  to  deal  with  a  point  which  I 
think  may  have  been  troubling  both  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  and  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts.  That  has  to  do 
with  just  exactly  what  is  involved  in  this 
$70,000,000  proposed  appropriation  for 
the  interstate  system  which  came  over 
from  the  House  and  still  remains  on  a 
basis  of  75  percent  participation  by  Fed¬ 
eral  money  and  25  percent  by  State 
money,  and  on  a  basis  for  distribution 
between  States  wholly  on  a  population 
level,  but  it  was  changed  in  our  commit¬ 
tee  to  the  traditional  three-way  distri¬ 
bution. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  say  in  the  first 
place  that  the  interstate  system  has  on 
it  not  a  single  mile  of  highway  except 
mileage  that  is  on  either  the  primary- 
aid  system  in  the  several  States  or  the 
urban-aid  system.  It  does  not  have  sec¬ 
ondary  system  mileage,  nor  does  it  have 
mileage  that  does  not  appear  on  either 
the  primary  or  the  urban.  Let  me  say 
that  it  is  not  chosen  on  the  basis  of 
population  at  all,  but  on  the  basis  of 
linking  up  in  a  vital  way,  through  trunk 
highways,  yftiich  are  to  be  arterial  ave¬ 
nues  of  travel,  all  portions  of  the  Nation, 


and  in  the  very  nature  of  things  much 
more  of  the  mileage  of  the  interstate 
system  is  through  the  large  States  of 
sparse  population  than  through  the 
small  but  congested  States,  and  anyone 
who  has  a  contrary  idea  simply  has  not 
looked  at  the  map. 

Let  me  say  also,  Mr.  President,  that 
if  every  mile  of  the  urban  system  was  on 
the  interstate  system  there  would  still 
be  a  great  preponderance  of  rural  mile¬ 
age  on  the  interstate  system. 

For  the  information  of  the  Senate,  let 
me  say  that  the  whole  urban  system  at 
the  present  time  is  composed  of  about 
14,000  miles  only,  whereas  the  interstate 
system  authorized  by  statutes  passed  by 
Congress  is  40,000  miles,  of  which,  I  am 
advised,  some  38,000  miles  have  already 
been  selected  and  designated.  So  that 
if  every  mile  of  the  urban  mileage  was 
on  that  interstate  system — and  it  is 
not — the  urban  mileage  would  be  greatly 
in  the  minority  as  compared  with  rural 
mileage  on  the  interstate  system.  So, 
Mr.  President,  it  seemed  very  clear  to  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works — 
and  I  think  we  were  entirely  together  on 
this — that  it  was  illusory  to  try  to  apply 
a  population  basis  of  distribution  to 
appropriations  for  the  interstate  system, 
and  that  it  would  be  entirely  unfair  to 
do  so. 

Now  we  are  completely  in  accord  with 
applying  the  population  basis  to  the 
urban  system  as  such,  and  that,  of 
course,  is  set  out  in  subsection  (c)  of 
section  4  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act 
of  1944,  and  if  Senators  are  interested 
they  may  read  it  and  see  how  it  works 
out.  But  to  apply  the  population  basis 
of  distribution  to  the  interstate  system 
would  be  entirely  in  error,  and  entirely 
illusory,  and  I  do  not  see  how  anyone 
could  ever  have  gotten  his  own  consent 
to  attempt  to  do  that. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  should  like  to  con¬ 
clude,  briefly,  and  then  I  shall  be  glad 
to  yield. 

Mr.  President,  the  second  point  is  that 
in  trying  to  make  this  reduction  the 
committee  was  unanimously  of  the  opin¬ 
ion  that  the  $70,000,000  was  by  all  means 
the  first  item  to  come  off.  Why?  Be¬ 
cause,  first,  every  mile  of  the  interstate 
system  is  already  represented  in  the 
whole  system  which  is  the  beneficiary 
of  cur  appropriations,  that  is,  it  is 
either  on  the  primary- aid  system  or  on 
the  urban  system  of  the  several  States. 

In  the  next  place,  we  felt  that  the 
$70,000,000  should  come  off  because 
already  in  the  authorizations  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  bill  we  were  stepping  up — 
and  I  ask  Senators  to  follow  this — we 
were  already  stepping  up  materially  the 
authorization  for  the  primary-aid  sys¬ 
tem  from  two  hundred  and  two  and  a 
half  million  dollars  as  it  now  is,  to  two 
hundred  and  twenty-five  million  dollars, 
or  twenty-two  and  a  half  million  dollars, 
and  we  were  stepping  up,  or  proposing  to 
step  up,  the  authorization  for  the  urban 
system  from  one  hundred  and  twelve  and 
a  half  million  to  one  hundred  and 
twenty-five  million  dollars,  or  twelve  and 
and  a  half  million  dollars,  meaning  a 
total  of  thirty-five  million  dollars  a  year 


of  increased  authorizations  for  the  pri¬ 
mary  and  urban  systems  out  of  which 
all  of  the  interstate  system  must  come. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  All  the  super  inter¬ 
state  highways  would  get  the  aid  that 
would  probably  be  given  under  this  new 
formula. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Certainly. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mi\  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Is  it  not  true  with 
respect  to  the  interstate  roads  that  if  we 
divided  the  money  on  the  population 
basis  and  distributed  it  in  that  way, 
many  of  the  roads  in  the  West,  in  the 
areas  where  there  is  no  population  at 
all,  would  never  be  built? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  regret  to  say  that 
that  is  the  case. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Is  it  not  quite  true  that 
interstate  roads  may  happen  to  go 
through  thinly  populated  States,  and 
the  larger  the  population  at  either  end 
of  the  roads,  the  more  construction  there 
will  be  in  the  thinly  populated  States, 
or  in  the  desert  between  the  populated 
areas? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
hour  of  1:30  having  arrived,  debate  now 
is  limited  to  10  minutes  on  each  amend¬ 
ment,  to  be  equally  divided  between  the 
proponent  of  the  amendment  and  the 
chairman  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  now  submits 
committee  amendment  lettered  “I.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Another 
amendment  already  is  pending. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry:  Let  me  suggest  to 
the  distinguished  occupant  of  the  Chair 
that  the  unanimous-consent  agreement 
provides  that  debate  be  limited  begin¬ 
ning  at  1:30  p.  m.  Let  me  inquire 
whether  the  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  feels  a  quorum  call  should  be  had  at 
this  time,  so  that  all  Senators  will  be  on 
notice  that  we  are  about  to  begin  to 
vote. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  was  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  who  offered  the  amendment  in  re¬ 
gard  to  the  $70,000,000  authorization. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Let  the 
Chair  state  that  in  the  absence  of  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  have  a  quorum  call,  the 
Senate  must,  under  the  previous  agree¬ 
ment,  proceed  to  consider  the  amend¬ 
ments.  There  is  a  pending  amendment, 
namely,  that  of  the  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts;  and  in  that  connection  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  is  recog¬ 
nized  for  5  minutes  at  this  time. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  a  point  of 
order:  I  understood  that  the  .distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
withdrew  his  amendment. 

Mr.  LODGE.  No;  I  considered  doing 
so,  but  I  did  not  withdraw  it,  because  I 
think  the  orderly  way  to  deal  with  this 
matter  is  to  have  a  vote  taken  on  the 
question  of  including  the  formula,  and 
to  have  it  voted  up  or  down. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  unanimous-consent  agreement,  the 
Chair  cannot  recognize  any  Senator  at 
this  time  except  the  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to  a 
point  of  information  or  to  propound  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  ask  the  Senator  to 
permit  me  to  finish  my  sentence,  please. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  yield 
for  the  purpose  stated? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  would  like  to  finish  my 
sentence. 

I  shall  begin  it  again,  Mr.  President: 
To  my  mind,  the  orderly  way  for  us  to 
proceed  is  to  have  a  vote  taken  on  the 
formula  and  vote  it  up  or  down.  There¬ 
after  we  can  vote  on  the  question  of  cut¬ 
ting  down  the  amount  authorized  in  the 
bill,  and  we  can  do  so  in  several  different 
ways. 

One  way  which  is  proposed  would,  as  I 
gather,  make  most  of  the  burden  of  the 
reduction  come  on  the  interstate  high¬ 
way.  I  understand  that  another  method 
which  is  proposed  would  place  the  burden 
of  the  reduction  more  or  less  evenly. 

So  it  seems  to  me  that  is  the  way  for  us 
to  proceed;  and  I  am  glad  that  the 
amendment  which  I  and  other  Senators 
are  sponsoring  is  the  pending  question. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  colloquy  in¬ 
volving  the  question  of  procedure  not  be 
charged  to  either  side,  but  that  a  quorum 
call  be  had,  and  that  thereafter  10 
minutes  of  debate  be  allowed  on  each 
amendment,  following  the  quorum  call, 
and  when  the  Members  of  the  Senate  are 
on  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  do  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  that  in  all  other  respects  the 
unanimous-consent  agreement  hereto¬ 
fore  in  effect  will  remain  in  effect? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Oh,  certainly. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  propounded  by  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska?  The  Chair  hears  none. 
Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered;  and 
the  Clerk  will  call  the  roll  for  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  a  quorum. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and 
the  following  Senators  answered  to  their 
names : 


Aiken 

George 

Langer 

Anderson 

Gillette 

Leahy 

Benton 

Graham 

Lehman 

Brewster 

Green 

Lodge 

Bricker 

Gurney 

Long 

Bridges 

Hendrickson 

Lucas 

Butler 

Hickenlooper 

McCarran 

Byrd 

Hill 

McCarthy 

Capehart 

Hoey 

McClellan 

Chapman 

Holland 

McFarland 

Chavez 

Humphrey 

McKellar 

Connally 

Hunt 

McMahon 

Cordon 

Ives 

Malone 

Darby 

Jenner 

Martin 

Douglas 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Maybank 

Dworshak 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Millikin 

Ecton 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Morse 

Ellender 

Kefauver 

Mundt 

Ferguson 

Kem 

Murray 

Flanders 

Kerr 

Myers 

Frear 

Kilgore 

O'Conor 

Fulbright 

Knowiand 

Robertson 

Russell 
Saltonstail 
Schoeppel 
Smith,  Maine 
Smith,  N.  J. 
Sparkman 


Stennis 

Taft 

Taylor 

Thye 

Tobey 

Tydings 


Watkins 

Wherry 

Wiley 

Williams 

Withers 

Young 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo. 


rum  is  present. 

Has  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
finished  his  statement? 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
sum  up  the  statement  I  previously  made. 
I  shall  do  so  now  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Members  of  the  Senate  who  were  not 
present  at  that  time. 

This  is  an  amendment  to  insert  into 
the  bill  a  population  formula  for  the 
allocation  of  funds  for  interstate  high¬ 
ways.  This  formula  was  included  in  the 
bill  as  passed  by  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  and  it  applies  only  to  the  $70,- 
000,000  which  is  authorized  for  inter¬ 
state  highways.  The  interstate  highway 
is  a  highway  which  runs  from  one  urban 
center  to  another,  and  of  course  in  so 
doing  it  goes  through  a  great  deal  of 
country.  U.  S.  No.  1,  which  runs  from 
Maine  to  Florida,  is  an  example  of  an 
interstate  highway.  It  is  a  matter  of 
national  concern. 

The  growth  of  the  population  centers 
and  the  increase  in  traffic  which  has  oc¬ 
curred  in  connection  with  their  growth 
present  a  new  problem  in  road  construc¬ 
tion,  one  which  is  not  adequately  met  by 
the  old  formula  we  have  had  for  primary 
and  secondary  roads.  The  existence  of 
this  new  problem  is  recognized  by  this 
population  formula,  which  was  inserted 
in  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

This  is  not  simply  a  matter  which  in¬ 
terests  the  18  States,  although  of  course 
it  affects  them  more  directly;  but  it 
seems  to  me  that  it  is  a  matter  of  na¬ 
tional  import  and  national  advantage  to 
have  traffic  flow  easily  in  and  out  of  these 
centers  and  along  the  interstate  high¬ 


ways. 

Mr.  IVES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  IVES.  I  should  like  to  inquire  of 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  whether 
it  is  a  fact  that  mileage  itself  has  noth¬ 
ing  whatever  to  do  with  the  cost  of  high¬ 
ways.  In  the  course  of  the  debate,  much 
has  been  made  about  the  vast  amount 
of  mileage  outside  the  cities  and  urban 
areas  themselves.  I  believe  the  facts 
show  that  the  cost  of  highways  in  cities 
is  8  Vz  times  as  great  as  the  cost  of  high¬ 
ways  outside  of  cities;  so  the  matter  of 
mileage  has  nothing  whatever  to  do'with 
the  question  of  cost. 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  think  the  Senator  has 
well  stated  that  fact. 


Mr.  President,  in  the  course  of  the  de¬ 
bate,  statement  has  been  made  by  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  that  he  would 
move  to  strike  out  the  entire  $70,000,000 
allocation,  in  accordance  with  a  letter 
from  the  President,  pointing  out  the  need 
of  reducing  nondefense  spending.  I  am 
in  favor  of  reducing  nondefense  spend¬ 
ing,  but  I  think  the  proposal  to  do  so  by 
means  of  striking  out  the  entire  $70,000,- 
000  allocation  would,  if  adopted  by  the 
Senate,  place  an  undue  burden  on  the 
interstate  highway. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  best  proce¬ 
dure  is,  first,  to  vote  on  the  pending 


amendment,  which  deals  with  the  for¬ 
mula,  and  then,  having  voted  it  up  or 
down,  we  can  confront  the  question  of 
how  we  want  to  reduce  nondefense 
spending  on  roads,  in  case  we  want  to 
do  that.  That,  I  think,  seems  to  be  the 
argument  on  this  amendment. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  my  colleague  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Is  it  not  true, 
also,  that  the  interstate  highways,  re¬ 
garding  which  a  change  of  formula  is 
suggested,  become  relatively  more  impor¬ 
tant  in  an  emergency  than  other  types 
of  roads?  In  other  words,  if  we  were  to 
eliminate  the  $70,000,000  entirely,  we 
should  be  eliminating  an  item  that  is 
of  great  advantage  in  these  difficult 
times — more  so  than  some  of  the  other 
items  which,  if  reduced  across  the  board, 
might  effect  a  greater  saving? 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  think  it  is  true  that 
it  would  be  much  more  just  and  much 
more  in  the  national  interest  to  make 
a  percentage  cut  on  all  types  of  road 
authorizations.  Of  course,  wars  have 
always  been  fought  on  and  around  and 
about  roads.  There  is  nothing  of  greater 
military  significance  than  roads.  The 
possibility  of  war  being  carried  to  civil¬ 
ian  population  centers  makes  the  neces¬ 
sity  of  eliminating  traffic  hazards  even 
more  vital  than  it  ever  was  before. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor’s  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  should  defeat  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  for  sev¬ 
eral  reasons.  In  the  first  place,  it  would 
apply  to  the  new  item  of  $70,000,000 
which  the  Senate  committee  placed  in 
the  original  bill.  In  view  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  letter,  and  as  a  result  of  the  un¬ 
pleasantness  in  Korea,  the  committee  is 
submitting  to  the  Senate  an  amendment 
to  eliminate  the  $70,000,000;  hence  there 
is  no  particular  reason  to  have  a  formula, 
if  there  is  no  money  to  be  spent  under  it. 

Second,  the  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  is  discussing  urban  problems  only. 
He  talks  about  population.  It  is  true 
Boston  has  a  large  population  and  that 
New  York  has  a  large  population;  but 
without  a  road  between  New  York  and 
San  Francisco  there  could  not  be  an  in¬ 
terstate  system.  We  are  allowing 
$125,000,000  for  urban  roads  and  the  dis¬ 
tribution  of  that  urban  road  money  is 
based  upon  population.  The  interstate 
highway  money  originally  proposed  to  be 
authorized  is  based  on  the  formula  which 
has  been  in  existence  since  the  time  of 
the  passage  of  the  original  bill,  in  1916. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Is  it  not  true  that 
the  urban  road  program  calls  for  an  au¬ 
thorization  of  money  to  be  allocated  on 
the  basis  of  population,  and  that  all  the 
remarks  of  the  able  Senator  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  addressed  to  the  subject  are 
pertinent  to  urban  roads? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  But  they  are  not 
pertinent  to  interstate  highways  which 
connect  cities. 
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Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  calls  for  a 
difference  in  the  formula. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  a  person  resided  in 
Washington,  how  could  one  go  from 
Washington  to  Baltimore  if  there  were 
no  road  crossing  the  District  line  into 
Maryland?  As  a  practical  proposition, 
if  the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  should  prevail,  then 
the  Senate  should  retain  the  $70,000,000. 
The  States  would  lose  under  that  sys¬ 
tem;  it  would  not  be  urban,  but  inter¬ 
state.  Among  the  States  that  would  lose 
are  Alabama,  Arizona,  Arkansas,  Colo¬ 
rado,  Georgia,  Idaho,  Iowa,  Kansas,  Ken¬ 
tucky,  Maine — even  Maine — Minnesota, 
Mississippi,  Missouri,  Montana,  Ne¬ 
braska,  Nevada,  New  Mexico,  North  Car¬ 
olina,  North  Dakota,  Oklahoma,  Oregon, 
South  Carolina,  South  Dakota,  Tennes¬ 
see,  Texas — Tennessee  would  lose  $1,- 
380,000,  Texas  would  lose  $3,214,000 — 
Utah,  Vermont,  Virginia,  Washington, 
West  Virginia,  Wisconsin,  and  Wyoming. 

If  the  Senate  wants  to  adopt  that  sys¬ 
tem,  and  to  say  that  it  is  necessary  to 
protect  the  urban  population,  which  is 
now  being  protected  under  this  bill, 
rather  than  to  protect  the  interstate  sys¬ 
tem  of  highways,  it  is  up  to  the  Senate. 
But  I  hope  the  amendment  will  be 
dcf  Gfiitcd 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Lodge]  for  himself  and  other  Senators. 

Mr.  LODGE.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered,  and 
the  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Downey] 
is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland],  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden],  and  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely]  are  absent 
on  public  business. 

The  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Magnuson],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  O’Mahoney],  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Thomas],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Thomas]  are  de¬ 
tained  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Pep¬ 
per]  is  detained  on  official  business  con¬ 
ducting  hearings  as  chairman  of  a  sub¬ 
committee  of  the  Committee  on  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia,  and  if  present  would 
vote  “nay.” 

I  announce  further  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Eastland],  the  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  [Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Magntjson],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney], 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Thomas],  and  the  Senator  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Thomas]  would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Cain]  and  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Vandenberg]  are  absent  by  leave  of 
the  Senate. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  27, 
nays  58,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 27 

Aiken  Bridges  Ferguson 

Benton  Capehart  Flanders 

Bricker  Douglas  Frear 


Green 

Lehman 

O’Conor 

Hendrickson 

Lodge 

Saltonstall 

Ives 

Lucas 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Jenner 

McMahon 

Taft 

Knowland 

Martin 

Tobey 

Leahy 

Myers 

Williams 

NAYS— 58 

Anderson 

Hoey 

Millikin 

Brewster 

Holland 

Morse 

Butler 

Humphrey 

Mundt 

Byrd 

Hunt 

Murray 

Chapman 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Robertson 

Chavez 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Russell 

Connally 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Schoeppel 

Cordon 

Kefauver 

Smith,  Maine 

Darby 

Kem 

Sparkman 

Donnell 

Kerr 

Stennls 

Dworshak 

Kilgore 

Taylor 

Ecton 

Langer 

Thye 

EUender 

Long 

Tydings 

Fulbright 

McCarran 

Watkins 

George 

McCarthy 

Wherry 

Gillette 

McClellan 

Wiley 

Graham 

McFarland 

Withers 

Gurney 

McKellar 

Young 

Hickenlooper 

Malone 

Hill 

Maybank 

NOT  VOTING— 

■11 

Cain 

Magnuson 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Downey 

Neely 

Thomas,  Utah 

Eastland 

O’Mahoney 

Vandenberg 

Hayden 

Pepper 

So  Mr.  Lodge’s  amendment,  offered  for 
himself  and  other  Senators,  was  rejected. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
understands  that  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  the  chairman  of  the  committee, 
has  a  series  of  amendments  in  the  nature 
of  committee  amendments,  and  they 
should  first  be  disposed  of. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
the  amendment  which  I  send  to  the  desk 
and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  clerk 
will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  13, 
line  10  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  “$200,- 
000,000”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$175,- 
000,000.” 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
a  substitute - 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Will  the 
Senator  wait  a  moment?  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  wish  to  be  recog¬ 
nized  on  this  amendment? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  do. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  is  recognized  for  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  reduces  the  item  of  $200,- 
000,000  for  the  secondary  roads,  as  it 
now  appears  in  the  bill,  to  $175,000,000, 
amounting  to  a  reduction  of  $25,000,000. 
The  reduction  is  offered,  together  with 
other  reductions  which  will  be  taken 
care  of  by  other  amendments,  in  view  of 
a  letter  written  by  the  President  to  the 
committee  several  days  ago  suggesting 
that  the  committee  consider  reducing 
the  amount  by  $120,000,000.  By  accept¬ 
ing  this  amendment  and  the  other 
amendments  which  will  be  submitted,  the 
Senate  will  have  reduced  the  amount  of 
the  bill  by  $120,000,000.  This  is  being 
done  not  for  the  reason  that  the  commit¬ 
tee  did  not  feel  that  roads  were  needed, 
that  the  money  could  not  be  well 
spent,  and  that  it  was  unnecessary  to 
continue  the  program,  but,  because  of 
the  Korean  situation  as  we  now  know  it, 
the  committee  is  recommending  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ,  I  yield. 


Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Will  the  Sena¬ 
tor  tell  me  if  I  am  correct  when  I  say 
that  there  is  at  the  present  time  $200,- 
000,000  for  secondary  roads  that  is  not 
under  contract?  In  other  words,  has  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  available 
$200,000,000  at  the  present  time  which  is 
not  under  contract  for  secondary  roads? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  believe  the  informa¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
is  not  correct,  but  I  shall  be  glad  to 
answer  the  Senator  more  fully  a  little 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  bring  it  up 
because  it  involves  the  question  as  to 
how  much  we  should  cut  on  secondary 
roads  in  comparison  with  other  roads. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Will  the  Senator  pro¬ 
pound  his  question  again,  if  he  will  be  so 
kind? 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
my  question  is.  Is  there  in  the  hands  of 
the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads,  avail¬ 
able  for  contract,  $200,000,000  for  sec¬ 
ondary  roads  that  is  not  under  contract? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  My  understanding  is 
that  that  is  for  the  fiscal  year  1951,  but 
this  authorization  is  for  1952  and  1953. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  That  is  correct; 
but,  certainly,  with  $200,000,000,  we  can 
consider  that  figure  in  connection  with 
the  reduction  in  1952  and  1953. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Of  course  it  can  be 
considered,  but  if  the  Senator  will  inves¬ 
tigate  a  little  further  he  will  find  that 
the  $200,000,000  about  which  he  is  speak¬ 
ing  will  all  be  taken  up  by  the  States  and 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  within  the 
period  of  1851. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  think  now  that  the 
Senate  is  ready  to  vote  we  should  be  in¬ 
formed  what  the  effect  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  would  be.  I  refer  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  which  the  chairman  expects  to 
offer  and  which  would  bring  about  a  re¬ 
duction  of  $120,000,000.  I  understand 
the  $70,000,000  refers  to  the  amount  allo¬ 
cated  for  a  new  interstate  highway.  I 
understand  that  we  are  to  vote  on  that 
figure. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  shall  be  glad  to  give 
the  Senator  an  explanation. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  $25,000,000 
refer  to  secondary  roads? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  $25,000,000  re¬ 
duction  refers  to  secondary  roads? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  What  would  the  fig¬ 
ure  be  with  reference  to  interstate  high¬ 
ways? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  next  reduction 
would  be  $70,000,000  for  such  highways. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Senators 
and  others  will  please  discontinue  this 
buzzing  noise  at  the  right  and  left  of  the 
Senate  Chamber.  It  is  utterly  impos¬ 
sible  to  transact  business  in  the  midst  of 
all  this  confusion. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  $125,000,000  is 
made  up  as  follows:  $25,000,000  from  the 
secondary  roads  item;  $70,000,000  from 
the  interstate  highway  item;  $4,000,000 
from  the  Indian  roads  item;  $2,000,000 
from  the  emergency  funds  item;  $2,000,- 
000  from  the  Inter-American  Highway 
item;  $2,000,000  from  the  Rama  Road 
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item;  and  $15,000,000  from  the  item  for 
access  military  roads. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  question  of  the 
formula  which  was  raised  by  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Lodge]  applies 
only  to  the  $70,000,000,  which  is  a  new 
allocation  for  interstate  highways? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor’s  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  the  mover  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  giving  this  information  to  the 
Senate,  could  5  minues  more  be  granted  ' 
to  him  from  time  allotted  to  the  opposi¬ 
tion? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  agree¬ 
ment  did  not  make  provision  for  it,  but 
the  Chair  will  take  the  bull  by  the  horns 
and  recognize  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  think  it  shows  a 
great  deal  of  wisdom  on  the  part  of  the 
Chair  to  do  so,  because  in  the  next  5 
minutes  we  should  get  all  the  informa¬ 
tion  we  can.  With  the  vote  on  the  for¬ 
mula  out  of  the  way  there  is  no  question 
of  a  formula  involved  in  the  remainder 
of  the  amendments  to  be  offered.  It  is 
merely  a  question  of  whether  we  wish  to 
cut  the  authorizations  in  the  sum  of 
$120,000,000. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  first  amendment 
to  be  offered  deals  with  the  secondary 
highway  system,  and  it  is  proposed  to 
cut  the  figure  by  $25,000,000? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes.  It  is  the  differ¬ 
ence  between  the  House  figure  and  the 
Senate  figure.  The  House  allowed  $150,- 
000  0C0.  The  Senate  committee  orig¬ 
inally  suggested  $200,000,000.  By  this 
amendment  the  amount  would  be  re¬ 
duced  to  $175,000,000. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  On  that  point,  Mr. 
President,  I  think  the  Senate  should  have 
as  much  information  as  possible  in  order 
to  vote  intelligently  on  the  amendment. 
Could  the  Senator  indicate  in  each  in¬ 
stance  what  the  allocated  amount  is  in 
the  present  year? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  We  should  like  to 
know  what  the  actual  amounts  are  this 
year. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  will  give  the  amounts 
item  by  item  for  the  information  of  Sen¬ 
ators.  The  1948  authorization  act  pro¬ 
vided  $202,500,000  for  primary  roads. 
The  bill  as  passed  by  the  House  provided 
$225,000,000.  The  Senate  committee 
recommended  $225,000,000. 

Secondary ;  Current  authorization, 
$135,000,000.  Passed  by  the  House, 
$150,000,000.  The  Senate  committee  rec¬ 
ommended  $175,000,000. 

Urban:  1948  act,  $112,500,000. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  amendment  does  not 
effect  an  increase,  but  actually  decreases 
the  amount  as  reported  by  the  commit¬ 
tee.  It  decreases  the  amount  from  $200,- 
000,000  to  $175,000,000. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
will  ihe  Senator  yield? 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Is  it  not  true 
that  the  appropriation  for  the  past  2 
years  has  been  $135,000,000? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  When  we  need 
so  much  money  for  defense  and  security, 
why  is  it  necessary  at  this  time  to  ap¬ 
propriate  $175,000,000? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Because  the  committee 
felt  that  not  only  was  $1.75,000,000  justi¬ 
fied,  but  they  felt  justified  in  recom¬ 
mending  $200,000,000.  However,  in  view 
of  the  unpleasantness  which  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey  has  in  mind,  the  com¬ 
mittee  reduced  the  item  by  $25,000,000. 

Mr.  W ATKINS.  Is  it  not  also  correct 
to  say  that  road  building  costs  have 
advanced  tremendously  compared  to  the 
costs  of  other  years? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Almost  as  much  as 
groceries. 

Interstate  system:  That  is  out  of  the 
way. 

Forest  highways:  The  current  author¬ 
ization,  the  amount  passed  by  the  House, 
and  the  amount  recommended  by  the 
Senate  are  the  same,  $20,000,000. 

Forest  reads  and  trails:  In  the  1948 
act  $17,500,000  was  provided.  The  bill 
as  passed  by  the  House  contains  $17,- 
500,000.  The  Senate  committee  recom¬ 
mended  $20,000,000. 

Park  roads  and  trails:  $10,000,000. 
That  is  the  amount  in  the  1948  act,  in 
the  House  bill,  and  as  recommended  by 
the  Senate  committee. 

Parkways :  Current  authorization, 

$10,000,000.  As  passed  by  the  House, 
$13,000,000.  The  Senate  kept  the  $13,- 
000,000. 

Indian  roads:  $6,000,000  according  to 
the  1948  act.  The  House  bill  provides 
for  $6,000,000.  The  Senate  committee 
recommended  $10,000,000.  By  commit¬ 
tee  amendment  the  $10,000,000  would  be 
cut  to  $6,000,000. 

Emergency  fund:  We  did  not  have 
the  emergency  fund  in  1948.  As  passed 
by  the  House  we  would  have  $10,000,000. 
The  Senate  committee  amendment  now 
reduces  the  recommended  $10,000,000  to 
$8,000,000. 

Inter-American  Highway  is  a  new 
item,  which  was  recommended  on  the 
basis  of  investigations.  The  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  had  approved  $10,000,000. 
The  Senate  committee  recommended 
$8,000,000.  In  view  of  the  letter  we  re¬ 
duced  the  amount  by  $2,000,000,  to 
$6,000,000. 

Access  roads:  The  Senate  committee 
thought  the  amount  was  absolutely  nec¬ 
essary.  It  was  not  done  in  a  hurry  cr 
emotionally.  After  we  heard  the  Army 
engineers  and  national  defense  officials 
we  felt  justified  in  recommending  $25,- 
000,000.  The  President  said  he  thought 
it  was  a  little  too  much.  We  cut  it  down 
to  $10,000,000. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  offer  a  substitute  amendment  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  junior  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Hendrickson]  and  myself. 
The  amendment  would  strike  out  the 
figure  “$175,000,000”  on  line  10,  page  13, 
of  the  committee  amendment,  and  sub¬ 
stitute  the  figure  “$75,000,000.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
a  parliamentary  inquiry. 


The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  If  either  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  or  that  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  should  be  agreed  to, 
what  would  be  the  effect  of  a  10-percent 
across-the-board  amendment  later  on  if 
it  should  be  offered?  Would  a  10-percent 
cut  across  the  board  be  effective  when  a 
committee  amendment  has  been  amend¬ 
ed  and  that  amendment  has  been  agreed 
to? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  inquire  as  to  the  legal  effect  of 
the  amendment? 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  meant  to  in¬ 
quire  as  to  the  parliamentary  situation. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor’s  question  is  not  precisely  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  question.  However,  the  Chair 
is  glad  to  give  the  Senator  the  benefit  of 
his  opinion.  A  10-percent  across-the- 
board  cut,  if  such  an  amendment  were 
agreed  to,  would  affect  all  items  in  the 
bill  as  they  were  at  the  time  the  10 -per¬ 
cent  amendment  was  offered. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  do  not  believe 
I  made  my  question  clear.  A  10-percent 
cut  across  the  board  might  be  a  further 
amendment  to  the  pending  amendment, 
and  would  that  be  an  amendment  in  the 
secong  degree,  and  not  effective? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  It  is  the 
Chair’s  opinion  that  it  would  be  effective 
as  to  this  item,  just  as  it  would  be  effec¬ 
tive  if  the  item  had  not  been  amended 
at  all.  If  a  10-percent  cut  across  the 
board  is  agreed  to,  it  affects  the  appro¬ 
priation  bill  as  it  is  at  the  time  the  10- 
percent  amendment  is  offered. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Even  though  a 
special  item  has  already  been  amended? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Yes,  unless 
the  10-percent  amendment  exempted  the 
items  which  had  already  been  dealt  with. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  My  point  is  that 
such  an  amendment  would  be  in  order 
even  if  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  or  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  should  be 
agreed  to. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  amend¬ 
ment  would  be  in  order  as  applicable  to 
all  the  items  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President - 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Illinois  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  think  we  should  get 
a  view  of  the  general  situation  of  which 
these  specific  amendments  are  merely 
parts. 

A  few  weeks  ago  we  voted  to  appro¬ 
priate  for  the  fiscal  year  1950-51  $385,- 
000,000  for  aid  to  the  States  for  road 
purposes.  The  committee  in  its  report 
recommended  total  appropriations  of 
$620,000,000,  which  is  now  reduced  to 
the  figure  originally  suggested  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget — namely,  to  a  total 
of  $500,000,000 — to  throw  the  major  por¬ 
tion  of  the  cut,  or  $70,000,000  or  100  per¬ 
cent  on  interstate  highways,  and  made  a 
cut  of  only  $25,000,000  or  only  12  percent 
on  secondary  highways. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  have  only  5  min¬ 
utes,  and  I  should  like  to  complete  my 
argument,  if  I  may. 
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The  amendment  which  the  junior 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  and  I  are  offer¬ 
ing  is  only  one  of  a  series  which  I  intend 
to  offer,  which  would  cut  the  total  au¬ 
thorizations  for  primary,  secondary, 
urban,  and  interstate  highways,  to  $310,- 
000,000,  and  effect  a  total  saving  of 
$190,00,000  from  the  present  figure  of 
the  committee  for  these  purposes.  I  shall 
then  offer  other  amendments  to  other 
items  in  the  bill  which  will  amount  to 
savings  of  about  $40,000,000. 

It  seems  to  me  that  in  view  of  the  very 
serious  military  and  financial  situation 
in  which  the  country  is  placed,  we  should 
not  spend  as  much  money  on  Federal  aid 
for  roads  during  1951-52  as  we  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  current  year.  We  can 
look  forward  to  a  very  hard  future. 
Yet,  the  proposal  of  the  committee  for 
$500,000,000  is  an  increase  of  $115,000,000 
above  the  current  appropriations,  or  an 
increase  of  30  percent.  The  amendments 
which  we  intend  to  offer  would  effect  a 
total  reduction  of  $75,000,00  below  the 
pending  bill,  or  a  little  less  than  20 
percent. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  California. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  if  it  is  not  his 
judgment  that,  based  on  the  added  cost 
of  the  defense  program,  the  $5,000,000,000 
tax  bill  being  presented  by  the  Finance 
Committee  either  this  afternoon  or  to¬ 
morrow  is  just  a  drop  in  the  bucket 
compared  to  the  new  taxes  we  will  have 
to  levy  on  the  American  people,  for  un¬ 
doubtedly  it  will  be  at  least  twice  that 
amount  to  hold  even  with  our  present 
deficit,  and  unless  we  double  the  taxes, 
and  perhaps  impose  an  excess-profits  tax 
to  boot,  we  will  not  be  keeping  even. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  agree  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California.  It  seems  to  me 
that  at  the  moment  we  can  look  for¬ 
ward  to  added  military  expenditures  of 
at  least  $10,000,000,000  a  year,  and  pos¬ 
sibly  even  $15,000,000,00.  That  is  the 
first  point  I  want  to  make.  The  second 
is  that  in  preparing  the  amendments  we 
have  made  more  severe  cuts  in  the  sec¬ 
ondary-road  appropriations  than  in  the 
interstate-  and  urban-road  figures,  for 
the  reason  that,  whatever  case  can  be 
made  for  secondary  roads,  it  is,  to  my 
mind,  much  less  pressing  than  the  case 
for  primary  roads  or  interstate  roads, 
because  in  their  nature  the  secondary 
roads  will  either  be  feeder  roads  or  local 
roads  running  out  from  county  seats, 
and  therefore  of  much  less  importance 
nationally  than  primary  roads. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  The  fact  that 
$200,000,000  is  available  now  for  sec¬ 
ondary  roads  not  under  contract  would 
be  an  added  argument,  would  it  not,  for 
cutting  this  amount  to  $75,000,000? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  my  view.  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
for  furnishing  this  additional  argument. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  always  hard  to  cut, 
but  we  must  make  a  beginning  some¬ 
where.  and  I  hope  very  much  we  can 
make  the  reduction  proposed. 


Let  me  say  that  this  does  not  mean 
stopping  the  road-building  program,  be¬ 
cause,  of  the  three  and  a  half  billion 
dollars  which  is  spent  annually  on  pub¬ 
lic  roads,  only  about  $400,000,000,  or  less 
than  15  percent,  comes  from  the  Federal 
Government  at  the  present  time.  The 
main  portion  of  the  roads  now  being 
constructed  are  State  and  local  roads, 
and  that  would  still  continue  to  be  the 
case.  The  States  and  localities  are,  as 
a  matter  of  fact,  in  better  financial  con¬ 
dition  than  is  the  Federal  Government. 
The  proposal  is  merely  one  to  reduce 
Federal  expenditures  on  roads,  in  view 
of  the  grave  financial  condition  in  which 
the  Federal  Government  is  placed. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  ask  this  question  in 
all  seriousness:  Would  the  Senator  ex¬ 
tend  the  cut  to  the  same  type  of  roads 
outside  the  United  States? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes;  I  am  going  to 
propose  reductions  in  those  appropria¬ 
tions,  too.  If  the  Senator  is  fearful  of 
my  orthodoxy  on  this  point,  I  say  to  him 
that  I  am  going  to  propose  a  cut  in  the 
appropriations  for  the  Inter-American 
Highway. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  What  about  ECA 
roads? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  not  aware  that 
ECA  is  involved. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  It  certainly  is.  There 
are  the  same  type  of  roads  involved. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  reminds 
me  of  Mr.  Dick  in  Dickens’  novel,  David 
Copperfield.  Mr.  Dick  could  never  dis¬ 
cuss  any  subject  without  his  bringing  up 
the  subject  of  King  Charles’  head.  I  no 
sooner  rise  to  propose  an  amendment 
than  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  brings 
up  the  ECA.  That  is  his  equivalent  of 
King  Charles’  head. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  time  of 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  has  expired. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  say  only  that  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  appears  to  have  it  in  for  any  roads 
which  do  not  take  care  of  big  cities  like 
Chicago.  Let  me  tell  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  that  we  might  cut  out  the  whole 
$275,000,000,  but  I  would  not  like  to  think 
of  what  would  happen  to  some  big  cities 
if  there  were  not  the  interstate  roads 
and  primary  roads.  They  are  the  ones 
which,  after  all,  make  the  big  cities.  Of 
course,  we  can  cut.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  uses  another  argument,  that  the 
appropriation  for  the  1951  item  for  roads 
is  only  three-hundred-and-some-million 
dollars.  But  the  authorization  is  $450.- 
000,000.  This  bill  does  not  appropriate 
any  money. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Not  for  the  moment. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
declines  to  yield. 

Mi'.  CHAVEZ.  The  pending  bill  only 
authorizes  a  certain  appropriation,  not 
for  this  year,  but  for  1952-53.  Of  course, 
if  later  the  Congress  does  not  want  to 
appropriate  the  money  which  the  bill 
authorizes,  it  can  cut  the  appropriation 
down  two  or  three  hundred  million  dol¬ 
lars,  and  I  am  sure  that  if  there  is  any 
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emergency  the  Congress  will  do  its  duty, 
as  it  always  has  done. 

Let  me  say  once  more  that  if  we  stop 
the  construction  of  the  proposed  roads, 
we  punish  the  people  who  work  in  the 
country,  and  there  will  not  be  any  United 
States  for  the  Senator - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No;  I  do  not  yield. 
I  yield  the  remainder  of  my  time  to  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  in  order 
to  clear  up  one  question,  v/ith  reference 
to  the  unused  part  of  the  present  alloca¬ 
tions,  asked  by  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Massachusetts,  when  he  in¬ 
quired  about  the  $244,000,000  unex¬ 
pended,  let  me  say  that  the  record  shows 
that  $78,000,000  of  that  is  for  primary, 
$80,000,000  for  secondary,  and  $36,000,- 
000  for  urban  roads.  The  amount  is  un¬ 
expended  only  because  it  has  not  been 
contracted  for,  and  not  been  utilized,  but 
the  information  is  that  it  will  be. 

The  statement  has  been  made  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois  that 
appropriations  or  authorizations  for 
1951  should  be  less  than  those  for  1948, 
and  that  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  the 
use  of  the  highways  is  up  25  percent 
for  the  fiscal  year  for  which  these  au¬ 
thorizations  are  made,  as  compared  with 
what  it  was  in  1948. 

He  has  attacked  the  secondary  road 
authorization,  which  is  the  authorization 
which  provides  all  that  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  will  provide  for  farm-to-market 
roads  and  roads  off  the  primary  system. 

Mr.  President,  the  entire  system  of 
Federal  aid  for  highways  is  based  on  the 
provision  in  the  Constitution  that  Con¬ 
gress  shall  have  the  power  to  establish 
post  offices  and  post  roads.  The  original 
legislation  provided: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  authorized  to  cooperate  with 
the  States,  through  their  respective  State 
highway  departments,  in  the  construction 
of  rural  roads. 

The  part  of  the  bill  we  are  considering 
goes  to  the  farming  areas  of  the  Nation. 
This  is  the  portion  of  the  bill  that  goes 
to  that  part  of  the  Nation  upon  which  the 
economy  of  the  entire  Nation  rests.  Mr. 
President,  the  greatest  tragedy  that 
could  happen  to  the  bill  would  be  to  make 
a  drastic  cut  in  the  authorization  for  the 
roads  in  the  rural  areas. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Would  not  the  effect  of 
the  adoption  of  an  amendment  providing 
for  a  large  cut  in  the  appropriation  be  to 
relieve  the  very  wealthy  States  of  the 
Union  of  a  part  of  the  cost  of  building 
our  roads  which  they  have  borne,  and 
throw  that  burden  back  onto  the  poorer 
States  of  the  Union? 

Mr.  KERR.  Onto  the  rural  areas  of 
the  Nation.  But  in  response  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  I  would  say  that  every  State  receiv¬ 
ing  an  allocation  from  this  authorization 
pays  annually  to  the  Federal  Government 
more  money  in  road-user  taxes  than  will 
come  back  to  it  even  under  the  increased 
authorization. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Would  not  the  effect  of 
the  amendment  providing  for  a  large  cut 
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be  to  relieve  the  wealthier  States  and 
place  a  greater  part  of  the  burden  on  the 
poorer  States? 

Mr.  KERR.  Indeed,  it  would,  and  I 
am  amazed  that  the  representatives  of 
the  great  industrial  areas  of  the  Nation 
are  seeking  to  cut  the  heart  out  of  this 
bill  insofar  as  the  rural  areas  are  con¬ 
cerned.  Their  progress,  Mr.  President, 
and  then-  prosperity  is  as  much  depend¬ 
ent  upon  those  areas  which  will  be  as¬ 
sisted  under  this  authorization  as  are  the 
areas  themselves. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  time  of 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  for  himself  and 
the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Hen¬ 
drickson]  ,  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  on 
page  13,  line  10,  to  strike  out  “$175,- 
000,000”  and  insert  “$75,000,000.” 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator  ' 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  should  like  to  in¬ 
quire  whether  it  would  be  a  violation  of 
the  rules  of  debate  if  I  pointed  out  that  I 
also  intended  to  cut  the  appropriation 
for  the  urban  roads. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  It  is  not  a 
violation  of  the  rules. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  would  it 
be  a  violation  of  the  rules  if  the  Senator 
said  he  intended  to  cut  them,  or  offered 
an  amendment  that  they  be  cut? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  On  that  question  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  are  we 
voting  on  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Illinois? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Yes. 

The  Secretary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Downey] 
is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland],  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden],  and  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely]  are  absent  on 
public  business. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Chapman],  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Hunt],  and  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Thomas]  are  detained  on  of¬ 
ficial  committee  business. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr, 
Kefauver]  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Magnuson]  are  detained  on 
official  business. 

I  announce  further  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Chapman],  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Eastland],  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden]  ,  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely],  and 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Thomas]  would  vote  “nay”. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Cain]  and  the  Senator  from  Michigan 


[Mr.  Vandenberg]  are  absent  by  leave 
of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Flanders]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr. 
Brewster],  the  Senator  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Gurney],  and  the  Senator 
from  Nevada  [Mr.  Malone]  are  detained 
on  official  business.  If  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Malone]  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Tobey]  is  detained  on  official  busi¬ 
ness  of  the  Committee  on  Crime  Investi¬ 
gation. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  26, 
nays  54,  as  follows: 


YEAS— 26 


Benton 

Frear 

Martin 

Bricker 

Hendrickson 

O’Conor 

Bridges 

Ives 

Robertson 

Butler 

Jenner 

Saltonstall 

Byrd 

Knowland 

Smith,  N  J. 

Capehart 

Lehman 

Taft 

Douglas 

Lodge 

Tydings 

Ecton 

Lucas 

Williams 

Ferguson 

McMahon 

NAYS— 54 

Aiken 

Humphrey 

Mundt 

Anderson 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Murray 

Chavez 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Myers 

Connally 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

O’Mahoney 

Cordon 

Kem 

Pepper 

Darby 

Kerr 

Russell 

Donnell 

Kilgore 

Schoeppel 

Dworshak 

Langer 

Smith,  Maine 

Ellender 

Leahy 

Sparkman 

Fulbright 

Long 

Stennis 

George 

McCarran 

Taylor 

Gillette 

McCarthy 

Thomas,  Utah 

Graham 

McClellan 

Thye 

Green 

McFarland 

Watkins 

Hickenlooper 

McKellar 

Wherry 

Hill 

Maybank 

Wiley 

Hoey 

Millikin 

Withers 

Holland 

Morse 

Young 

NOT  VOTING— 

16 

Brewster 

Gurney 

Neely 

Cain 

Hayden 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Chapman 

Hunt 

Tobey 

Downey 

Kefauver 

Vandenberg 

Eastland 

Magnuson 

Flanders 

Malone 

So  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
Douglas  for  himself  and  Mr.  Hendrick¬ 
son  to  Mr.  Chavez'  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  offer  an 
amendment  to  reduce  this  item  from 
$175,000,000,  as  contained  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico, 
to  $135,000,000.  That  will  provide  exact¬ 
ly  the  amount  the  secondary  roads  are 
receiving  for  the  year  1951. 

I  wish  to  say,  in  reference  to  my  vote 
for  the  amendment  offered  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas]  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  I  do  not  think  I  have  ever  cast 
a  vote  to  reduce  the  authorization  for  an 
item  in  which  I  have  been  more  inter¬ 
ested  throughout  my  entire  public  career. 
I  have  been  very  deeply  interested  in 
secondary  roads.  I  was  elected  a  State 
senator  in  Virginia  as  an  advocate  of  the 
improvement  of  the  farm-to-market 
roads.  I  served  for  10  years  as  chair¬ 
man  of  the  road  committee  of  the  Vir¬ 
ginia  State  Senate.  My  colleague,  the 
junior  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Rob¬ 
ertson]  and  I  were  patrons  of  the  legis¬ 
lation  which  established  the  first  State 
highway  in  Virginia.  When  I  was  elected 
Governor  of  Virginia,  one  of  the  main 
features  of  my  platform  was  the  im¬ 
provement  of  the  farm-to-market  roads. 
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However,  Mr.  President,  I  feel  it  is 
absolutely  imperative  that  we  reduce  all 
possible  expenses,  in  view  of  the  present 
emergency  confronting  us.  We  must  not 
overlook  the  fact  that  when  we  began 
World  War  I,  we  had  a  debt  of  $1,000,- 
000,000;  when  we  began  World  War  II, 
we  had  a  debt  of  $50,000,000,000 ;  and  now 
we  have  a  debt  of  $260,000,000,000,  with 
another  war  appearing  on  the  horizon. 

So  I  was  compelled  to  vote  as  I  did  on 
the  amendment  proposed  by  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico.  I  wish  to 
have  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  know 
that  I  am  a  farm-to-market-road  man, 
and  have  been  all  my  life.  However,  I 
think  it  is  necessary  that  authorizations 
for  the  things  in  which  we  are  interested 
should  be  cut,  as  well  as  the  authoriza¬ 
tions  for  the  things  in  which  we  are  not 
interested. 

I  have  heard  so  many  Members  of  the 
Senate  say,  “I  am  for  economy,  but — ” 
They  stop  at  “but” ;  they  favor  economy 
in  the  case  of  other  things,  but  not  in  the 
case  of  the  things  in  which  perhaps  they 
are  very  much  interested. 

Mr.  President,  we  must  have  economy 
straight  down  the  line  if  we  are  to  save 
the  fiscal  solvency  of  the  Government  of 
the  United  States. 

The  administration  already  has  asked 
for  $57,000,000,000  for  this  year;  and  I 
predict  that  before  this  fiscal  year  is  over, 
the  administration  will  ask  for  $60,000,- 
000,000  or  $70,000,000,000  or  perhaps 
$75,000,000,000.  That  figure  is  not  pulled 
out  of  the  air;  I  have  reason  to  believe 
that  will  be  the  figure  finally  requested 
in  this  fiscal  year. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mi’.  President,  will 
my  colleague  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Is  it  not  a  fact 
that  when  we  pass  a  road-authorization 
bill,  we  are  actually  passing  an  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  because  we  authorize  the 
Bureau  of  Roads  tc  allocate  in  advance 
and  to  make  moral  commitments  which 
the  Appropriations  Committee  then  is 
under  an  obligation  to  ratify  legally? 

As  I  understand  the  senior  Senator 
from  Virginia,  he  has  said  that  now  we 
are  about  to  vote  for  secondary  roads 
what  amounts  to  an  appropriation — and 
to  do  so  in  a  period  of  crisis  which  may 
eventuate  in  calling  for  the  use  of  all 
our  productive  enterprises  for  our  de¬ 
fense — equal  to  the  amount  being  spent 
for  secondary  roads  this  year,  which  was 
presumed  to  be  a  peacetime  year. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
call  attention  to  the  fact  that  State  ex¬ 
penditures  for  highways  have  been  in¬ 
creased  from  3833,000,000  in  1945  to  more 
than  $3,000,000,000.  The  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  putting  up  15  percent  of  the 
total  cost  of  road  construction  in  this 
country.  I  think  it  is  time  for  the  States 
to  undertake  to  do  their  part  of  this 
work;  and  they  can  do  it,  for  nearly  every 
State  of  the  Union  has  a  balance  in  its 
treasury. 

So  I  offer  this  amendment  on  behalf 
of  myself  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges].  If  the 
amendment  is  adopted,  the  amount  pro¬ 
vided  for  this  purpose  for  the  fiscal  year 
1951  will  not  be  reduced  by  $1,  in  making 
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the  authorization  for  the  coming  fiscal 
year. 

Despite  the  fact  that  I  am  entirely  in 
favor  of  aiding  and  improving  the  farm- 
to-market  roads.  I  think  a  $40,000,000 
reduction,  which  would  not  reduce  the 
current  rate  of  spending,  should  be  made 
in  this  item.  This  would  continue  this 
item  at  $135,000,000  a  year.  This  amount 
would  be  the  same  as  the  authorization 
item  carried  for  this  purpose  in  the  bill 
for  the  present  fiscal  year,  instead  of  the 
$175,000,000  which  has  been  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  committee. 

Mr.  ERIDGES.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  is  available? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  time  of 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  has  expired. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Hampshire  is  a  copatron 
of  the  amendment..  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  an  additional  minute  be 
made  available,  inasmuch  as  I  did  not 
realize  I  had  used  all  the  5  minutes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  is  recognized  for  1 
minute. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much. 

Mr.  President,  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  and  I, 
in  offering  this  amendment,  are  trying 
to  hit  at  the  heart  of  the  problem  which 
faces  the  Senate  in  connection  with  au¬ 
thorization  bills,  because  it  is  so  difficult 
for  the  Appropriations  Committee  to 
make  cuts  after  an  authorization  has 
been  made;  and,  furthermore,  so  many 
persons,  including  some  Senators,  regard 
an  authorization  as  an  obligation  to 
make  a  corresponding  appropriation. 

I  think  this  amendment  is  in  line  with 
today’s  thinking  in  regard  to  defense 
matters,  and,  in  my  judgment,  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  the  amendment  will  not  result 
in  working  a  hardship  on  anyone.  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  amendment  is  a 
sound  one,  and  should  be  supported. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  1  minute  to  me? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  should  be  very  glad 
to  do  so,  but  I  simply  cannot,  for  I  have 
only  4  minutes  remaining,  and  I  must 
yield  to  other  Senators  on  our  side  of  this 
question. 

Mr.  President,  everyone  agrees  with  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  that  we  should  be 
careful  about  these  matters.  It  was  for 
that  reason  that  the  committee  recom¬ 
mended  a  cut,  and  did  not  go  further  in 
recommending  authorizations. 

From  taxes  which  pay  for  the  items 
for  roads,  the  Government  obtains  a 
revenue  of  approximately  $1,250,000,000. 
The  recommendations  of  the  committee 
amount  to  only  $628,000,000. 

By  the  committee  amendment  we  in¬ 
crease  the  amount  of  the  current  au¬ 
thorization  by  only  $40,000,000.  Would 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  state  to  the 
Senate  now  that  the  cost  of  construct¬ 
ing  a  road  anywhere  would  be  the  same 
today  as  it  was  in  1C43?  Of  course  no 


Senator  would  say  that  the  costs  today 
are  the  same. 

So  I  hope  the  Senate  will  go  along 
with  the  figure  submitted  and  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  committee. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  remainder 
of  my  time  to  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Kerr], 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  was  in¬ 
terested  in  the  remarks  of  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd]  ,  for  whom  I  have  a  great  regard — 
that  he  had  heard  many  Senators  say 
that  they  were  in  favor  of  economy, 
“but.” 

Mr.  President,  I  have  heard  many  men 
say  they  were  in  favor  of  rural  farm- 
to-markets  roads,  “but.”  I  wish  to  con¬ 
gratulate  the  Senator  from  Virginia  on 
his  great  record  of  running  for  office  on 
a  program  of  building  more  farm-to- 
market  roads.  I,  too,  ran  for  office  on 
the  same  program.  The  difference  seems 
to  be  that  I  believe  we  should  do  some¬ 
thing  about  it. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma  will  go  to  Virginia, 
he  will  see  that  we  have  done  something 
about  it,  too.  We  have  good  roads. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  a  question  from  his  colleague, 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  said  that  in 
voting  on  this  authorization  bill  the 
Senate  will  in  effect  be  voting  on  an  ap¬ 
propriation  bill;  and  the  Senator  said 
that  if  this  amount  is  authorized  now, 
it  will  subsequently  be  appropriated.  Yet 
I  believe  he  was  joint  author  of  an 
amendment  Recently  which  cut  all  ap¬ 
propriations,  including  those  for  public 
roads,  by  10  percent. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  is  mistaken.  It  does  not  apply  to 
roads.  As  a  Federal  grant,  it  was  ex¬ 
cluded  from  the  10-percent  reduction. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  the  Sen¬ 
ator  '  from  Oklahoma  yielding  to  the 
Senator  from  Virginia? 

Mr.  KERR.  Under  coercion,  Mr. 
President,  by  reason  of  the  cooperation 
of  the  Chair,  not  by  reason  of  any  voli¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma.  [Laughter.] 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  has  absolute  control  of  the  time  he 
has,  while  he  is  on  his  feet,  and  he  does 
not  have  to  yield  unless  he  wants  to. 
The  Chair  is  trying  to  protect  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  appreciate  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  Chair,  even  though  they 
are  made  at  the  expense  of  the  time  of 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma.  [Laugh¬ 
ter.] 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Chair 
will  yield  to  the  Senator  enough  time  to 
make  up  for  what  the  Chair  has  taken. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  the  emer¬ 
gency  which  confronts  the  Nation  makes 
a  greater  demand  upon  us  for  roads,  not 
less.  We  have  a  greater  use  of  the  high¬ 
ways,  not  less.  'We  have  a  higher  cost  of 
roads,  not  less.  I  remind  Senators  that 
of  the  $1,300,000,000  road-user  tax  paid 
into  the  Federal  Treasury,  farmers  of 
the  Nation  pay  between  26  and  30  per¬ 
cent  of  it.  They  surely  do  not  get  that 
percentage  of  the  allocation  of  road 
money  in  return.  I  submit  that  the 
amendment  should  be  voted  down,  and 


that  the  amendment  of  the  committee 
fixing  the  figure  at  $175,000,000  should 
be  approved. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  for 
himself  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges]  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  frorr^Iew  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez], 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL  rose. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  All  time  has 
expired. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  will  state  it. 

Mi-.  SALTONSTALL.  If  this  substi¬ 
tute  is  adopted,  applying  to  an  amount 
in  this  section  of  the  bill,  will  an  amend¬ 
ment,  not  changing  the  figures,  but  ap¬ 
plying  merely  to  the  language  of  the 
same  section,  later  be  in  order? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  It  would  be 
in  order,  to  any  part  of  the  text  not  in¬ 
cluded  within  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment.  This  amendment  applies  only  to 
the  figures.  The  yeas  and  nays  having 
been  ordered,  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Downey] 
is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland],  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden],  and  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely]  are  absent  on 
public  business. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Chapman],  and  the  Senator  from  Wy¬ 
oming  [Mr.  Hunt]  are  detained  on  offi¬ 
cial  committee  business. 

The  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Magnuson]  is  detained  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

I  announce  further  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Chapman],  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Eastland],  the  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  [Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson],  and  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely] 
would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Cain]  and  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Vandenberg]  are  absent  by  leave  of 
the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Flanders]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Gurney],  and  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
vada  [Mr.  Malone]  are  detained  on  offi¬ 
cial  business.  If  present  and  voting  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Malone] 
would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  47, 


nays  37, 

as  follows: 

YEAS— 47 

Benton 

Dworshak 

Hoey 

Brewster 

Ecton 

Humphrey 

Bricker 

Ferguson 

Ives 

Bridges 

Frear 

Jenner 

Butler 

George 

Johnson,  Tex, 

Byrd 

Gillette 

Kefauver 

Capehart 

Green 

Kem 

Donnell 

Hendrickson 

Knowland 

Douglas 

Hickenlocper 

Leahy 
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Lehman 

Myers 

Thye 

Ledge 

O’Conor 

Tobey 

Lucas 

Robertson 

Tydings 

McCarthy 

Saltonstall 

Wherry 

McMahon 

Schoeppel 

Wiley 

Martin 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Williams 

Maybank 

Taft 

NAYS— 37 

Aiken 

•v  Kerr 
_>  Kilgore 

Pepper 

Anderson 

Russell 

Chavez 

Langer 

Smith,  Maine 

Connally 

Long 

Sparkman 

Cordon 

McCarran 

Stennis 

Darby 

McClellan 

Taylor 

Ellender 

McFarland 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Fulbright 

McKellar 

Thomas,  Utah 

Graham 

Millikin 

Watkins 

Hill 

Morse 

Withers 

Holland 

Mundt 

Young 

Johnson,  Colo.  Murray 

Johnston, 

S.  C.  O’Mahoney 

NOT  VOTING— 

-12 

Cain 

Flanders 

Magnuson 

Chapman 

Gurney 

Malone 

Downey 

Hayden 

Neely 

Eastland 

Hunt 

Vandenberg 

So  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr. 
Byrd  for  himself  and  Mr.  Bridges  to  the 
amendment  of  Mr.  Chavez  was  agreed  to. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  now  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico, 
as  amended. 

The  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  another  amendment  and  ask 
that  it  be  stated. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  19, 
line  13,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  “$10,- 
000,000”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “$6,- 
000,000.” 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  reduces  the  item  of  $10,- 
000,000  to  $6,000,000.  As  compared  with 
the  House  figure,  it  is  the  same. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  another  amendment  and  ask 
that  it  be  stated. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  state  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  19, 
beginning  at  line  21,  through  page  21, 
line  2,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  all  of 
subsection  (a)  and  subsection  (b) ; 

On  page  21,  line  3,  to  strike  out  the 
letter  “(c)”; 

On  page  21,  lines  11  and  12,  to  strike 
out  the  words  “and  subsection  (a)  of 
section  5”;  and 

On  page  21,  lines  22  and  23,  strike  out 
the  words  “and  subsection  (b)  of  sec¬ 
tion  5.” 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  this 
is  an  amendment  which  seeks  to  strike 
out  of  the  bill  a  brand  new  item  for  a 
completely  new  type  of  Federal  aid  with 
reference  to  the  so-called  interstate 
highway  system.  It  was  brand  new  as 
it  came  from  the  House,  though  as  now 
changed  by  the  adoption  of  a  commit¬ 
tee  amendment  already  agreed  to,  it  is 
nothing  in  the  world  but  an  increase  and 
enlargement  of  the  primary-aid  system 
and  the  urban  aid  system. 

I  want  to  make  that  very  clear,  Mr. 
President.  There  is  not  a  single  mile  of 


road  on  the  interstate  highway  system 
that  is  not  also  on  either  the  primary  aid 
system  or  the  urban  aid  system.  The 
committee,  as  we  think,  rather  gener¬ 
ously  took  care  of  both  the  primary  sys¬ 
tem  and  the  urban  system.  It  was  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  committee,  and  also 
approved  by  the  House,  that  $225,000,000 
be  authorized  for  primary  aid  roads.  In 
connection  with  urban  roads,  there  was 
provided  by  the  House,  and  approved  by 
the  committee,  an  authorization  of 
$125,000,000.  In  each  case  that  is  some 
increase  over  the  prior  authorization.  In 
the  case  of  primary  roads,  it  is  an  in¬ 
crease  of  twenty-two  and  one-half  mil¬ 
lion  dollars  a  year.  In  the  case  of  urban 
roads,  it  is  an  increase  of  twelve  and  one- 
half  million  dollars  a  year,  or  a  total 
increase  of  $35,000,000.  With  that  in¬ 
crease,  a  rather  generous  one,  already 
provided  for  the  primary  road  system 
and  the  urban  road  system,  it  seemed 
to  us  that,  logically,  this  $70,000,000 
should  be  the  item  which  should  be 
stricken,  which  was  nothing  but  an  en¬ 
largement  of  those  two  systems  as 
changed  from  the  form  in  which  it  ap¬ 
peared  in  the  House  bill. 

I  may  say  before  taking  my  seat,  Mr. 
President,  that  the  committee  felt  it  was 
logical  that  this  item  be  cut  out  because 
it  proposed  a  new  plan  of  matching  75 
percent  of  Federal  funds  against  25  per¬ 
cent  of  State  funds,  which  means  that 
in  cutting  this  out  we  are  really  cutting 
out  less  mileage  than  if  we  should  apply 
the  same  amount  of  reduction  against 
the  Federal  aid  and  urban  aid. 

I  hope  the  committee  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
will  be  adopted. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez], 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  a  further  amendment  and 
ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  24, 
line  4,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  the 
figure  “$10,000,000”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  figure  “$8,000,000.” 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  this  re¬ 
fers  to  the  emergency  fund,  an  item  in 
the  highway  bill.  The  emergency  fund 
is  that  fund  which  is  used  in  case  of  dis¬ 
aster.  A  flood  takes  place  in  the  Mis¬ 
souri  Valley,  for  example,  destroying  lo¬ 
cal  roads.  Federal-aid  roads,  and  so 
forth.  The  people  cannot  wait  for  an 
appropriation,  and  they  have  to  do 
something  about  it.  We  have  reduced 
to  $8,000,000  the  item  which  was  origi¬ 
nally  approved  by  the  budget  and  by  the 
House. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  of¬ 
fer  a  substitute  for  the  amendment,  to 
strike  out  “$8,000,000”  and  substitute 
“$5,000,000.”  I  believe  this  is  a  new  item 
in  the  road  budget.  There  was  no  simi¬ 
lar  authorization,  and,  therefore,  it  con¬ 
stitutes  a  net  increase,  and  we*fean  econ¬ 
omize  and,  instead  of  spending  $8,000,- 
000,  spend  only  $5,000,000. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  the  last 
time  the  money  was  appropriated  was  10 


years  ago,  and  they  have  had  that 
money  up  to  the  present  time.  They  are 
now  running  out  of  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  But  there  was  no 
such  authorization  in  the  last  two  au¬ 
thorization  bills. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  There  have  been  no  au¬ 
thorizations  in  the  last  two  authoriza¬ 
tion  bills  for  the  simple  reason  that  they 
took  such  good  care  of  the  fund  that  they 
had  no  need  for  a  further  authorization. 
They  had  not  spent  the  money.  But 
they  do  want  to  be  ready  in  case  some¬ 
thing  happens  in  any  particular  part  of 
the  country. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Certainly. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  have  any  reliable  figures  as  to  how 
much  emergency  money  has  been  need¬ 
ed  in  the  past,  of  the  type  this  authoriza¬ 
tion  is  intended  to  cover,  and  whether 
such  money  has  been  appropriated? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  information  I  have 
is  that  this  money  has  been  appropriated 
for  the  past  30  years,  and  within  that 
time  approximately  $20,000,000  has  been 
used.  It  is  a  continuing  fund. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  The  average 
would  be  approximately  $1,500,000  a 
year? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Probably  $750,000  a 
year.  Twenty  million  dollars  has  been 
appropriated  up  to  this  time,  and  it  has 
continued  for  approximately  30  years. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Twenty  mil¬ 
lion  dollars  a  year? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No;  for  the  entire  30- 
year  period. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  If  the  history 
has  been  what  the  Senator  says  it  has 
been,  is  $8,000,000  or  $5,000,000  or  $10,- 
000,000  necessary? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  An  ounce  of  preven¬ 
tion  is  worth  a  pound  of  cure.  In  some 
instances  they  probably  spent  $3,000,000 
at  some  particular  time,  when  possibly 
the  history  of  that  period  would  indi¬ 
cate  that  they  spent  only  $100,000  a  year. 
The  fund  is  for  disaster  purposes.  It  is 
a  continuing  fund  and  is  used  for  dis¬ 
aster  purposes  only.  It  cannot  be  used 
for  any  other  purpose. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  The  reason  why  we  are 
not  appropriating  $750,000  is  that  it  is 
possible  that  there  may  be  a  real  dis¬ 
aster  and  $8,000,000  may  be  needed.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct.  We 
hope  they  will  not  have  to  use  it. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Under  the  circum¬ 
stances,  with  the  factual  record  before 
us,  would  not  the  Senator  agree  that  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  is  a  generous  amendment? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No;  I  do  not  agree. 
We  cannot  figure  that  anything  will  hap¬ 
pen  as  it  has  happened  in  the  past;  For 
many  years  we  had  not  contemplated 
that  there  would  be  a  Johnstown,  Pa., 
flood,  but  all  of  a  sudden  it  came.  For 
many  years  there  were  no  great  floods 
on  the  Mississippi,  but  several  years  ago 
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such  floods  suddenly  occurred  there.  It 
Is  the  nature  of  the  appropriation  that 
makes  it  necessary. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Is  not  this  to  take 
care  of  smaller  emergencies  that  might 
accumulate?  If  there  were  a  major  dis¬ 
aster,  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
would  be  prepared  to  act  forthwith. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes;  but  we  are  all 
anxious  to  quit  here  on  Labor  Day,  and 
we  shall  all  go  away,  and  if  something 
happens  in  California,  for  instance,  and 
Congress  is  not  in  session,  how  is  Con¬ 
gress  going  to  appropriate  for  a  major 
disaster  or  even  for  a  small  disaster? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  do  not  wish  to  be 
confused.  Does  not  the  President  also 
have  an  emergency  fund  which  could  be 
used  for  floods  and  for  roads  into  flooded 
areas? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes.  Several  agencies 
could  help  out  in  such  a  situation.  I 
am  not  saying  that  the  world  will  end  if 
we  do  not  provide  the  appropriation,  but 
I  think  it  would  be  an  exercise  of  sound 
judgment  for  this  body  to  provide  a 
modest  appropriation  which  might  last 
for  10  years,  but  which  might  also  be 
needed  next  week. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Certainly. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  By  what 
yardstick  does  the  committee  arrive  at 
the  figure  of  $8,000,000,  or  by  what  yard¬ 
stick  does  the  Senator  from  Illinois  ar¬ 
rive  at  $5,000,000?  I  think  we  are  asked 
to  appropriate  money  for  undetermined 
purposes,  the  happening  of  which  is  not 
at  all  certain,  and  the  precedents  for 
which  do  not  exist. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  yardstick  used 
heretofore  is  that  something  might  hap¬ 
pen  and  something  did  happen.  That 
situation  started  the  authorization.  In¬ 
asmuch  as  it  is  a  continuing  fund,  it  is 
reduced  as  it  is  uesd.  The  fund  is  about 
exhausted.  When  the  budget  was  being 
made  up,  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
went  before  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
and  of  course  the  Bureau  examined  the 
record  for  the  past  few  years.  $10,000,- 
000  had  been  spent,  and  they  requested 
that  much  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor’s  time  has  expired.  All  time  for  de¬ 
bate  has  expired.  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas], 
to  the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez].  [Put¬ 
ting  the  question.] 

The  “ayes”  appear  to  have  it. 

Several  Senators  requested  a  division. 

On  a  division,  the  amendment  to  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez],  as  amended. 

The  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  offer  another  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  26, 
line  2,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  the  fig¬ 
ure  “$8,000,000”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  figure  “$6,000,000.” 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  this  is  a 
brand-new  item  in  which  the  State  De¬ 
partment  is  deeply  interested.  A  show¬ 
ing  was  made  before  the  committee  by 
representatives  of  the  State  Department. 
This  is  an  emergency  matter,  and  is  pos¬ 
sibly  of  military  importance.  As  the 
Senate  knows,  during  our  late  unpleas¬ 
antness  with  Germany,  German  subma¬ 
rines  roamed  all  over  the  Atlantic,  and 
some  were  over  in  the  Pacific.  Some  of 
the  submarines  came  into  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  and  were  sinking  American  ships 
and  allied  ships  almost  up  to  New  Or¬ 
leans.  The  situation  was  so  serious  that 
the  means  of  getting  important  raw  ma¬ 
terials,  which  were  actually  needed  in 
order  to  carry  out  the  war  purposes,  were 
limited,  as  a  result  of  which  the  State 
Department  and  Congress  authorized 
the  expenditure  of  money,  in  coopera¬ 
tion  with  countries  in  Central  America, 
to  construct  an  inter-American  high¬ 
way.  The  highway  runs  as  far  as  the 
Panama  Canal.  If  anything  should 
happen  to  the  Panama  Canal,  we  would 
be  in  a  serious  situation.  I  assume  Sen¬ 
ators  have  read  the  article  this  morning 
in  the  newspapers  to  the  effect  that  in 
case  of  war  the  possibilities  of  damage 
or  destruction  to  the  Panama  Canal  are 
present.  This  money  would  be  spent  in 
cooperation  with  the  peoples  of  various 
countries  of  Central  America  down  to 
the  Panama  Canal,  for  the  purpose  of 
building  a  highway  from  the  American 
border  to  Panama. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  authorization  is 
for  $7,000,000? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  authorization  was 
cut  to  $6,000,000. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  For  how  many  years? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  is  for  8  years.  It 
would  be  $64,000,000.  The  total  amount 
remaining  of  the  so-called  commitment 
which  was  made  by  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  is  $64,000,000. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Does  the  Senator 
know  how  much  has  already  been  appro¬ 
priated  and  spent  on  the  highway? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Thirty-three  million 
dollars. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Does  the  Senator 
know  how  great  a  proportion  of  the 
highway  has  been  built  for  the 
$33,000,000? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  do  not  know  the 
proportion,  but  I  do  know  that  Mr.  Ben¬ 
nett  of  the  State  Department,  Mr.  Miller 
of  the  State  Department,  Mr.  MacDon¬ 
ald  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  and 
a  representative  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  appeared  before  the  committee 
and  testified  and  justified  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  this  amount. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Does  the  Senator 
know  that  this  amount  will  not  be  suf¬ 
ficient  to  complete  the  highway,  or  any- 
where  near  it? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  This  particular  amount 
will  not. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  mean  the  full  8- 
year  amount. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Of  course,  we  must  de- 
*pend  on  the  testimony  of  those  who  are 


engineers  and  those  who  know  about 
construction  work. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Does  the  testi¬ 
mony  show  that  this  amount  would  be 
sufficient  to  complete  the  entire  high¬ 
way? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  testimony  shows 
that  $64,000,000  would  be  sufficient  to 
complete  the  highway. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  offer  a  substitute  amendment. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  have  concluded  my 
remarks. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  yield  the  floor? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  wish  to  offer  a 
substitute  for  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico.  In  line  2, 
page  26  of  the  bill,  I  propose  to  strike 
out  the  figure  “$6,000,000”,  as  proposed 
by  the  committee,  and  substitute  the 
figure  “$4,000,000”,  thus  cutting  the  orig¬ 
inal  appropriation  of  $8,000,000  in  half. 
I  know  this  proposed  amendment  will 
bring  great  joy  to  the  junior  Senator 
from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Wherry],  who  is 
always  inquiring  about  the  readiness  of 
the  junior  Senator  from  Illinois  to  cut 
appropriations  for  foreign  purposes.  I 
wish  to  call  the  attention  of  my  good 
friend  from  Nebraska  to  the  fact  that  I 
am  proposing  to  cut  the  appropriations 
for  the  Inter-American  Highway  in  half, 
just  as  I  wished  to  cut  appropriations 
for  internal  roads.  I  know  this  will  be 
very  pleasing  to  my  good  friend. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  wish  to  thank  the 
Senator  for  his  generosity.  I  should  like 
to  ask  him  a  question.  I  do  not  under¬ 
stand  why  it  is  necessary  to  make  this 
authorization  until  1958,  in  view  of  the 
circumstances  which  confront  us  now. 
I  am  wondering  if  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  would  not  modify  his 
amendment  to  make  the  appropriation 
on  a  year-to-year  basis.  I  do  not  know 
why  it  is  necessary  to  authorize  an  ex¬ 
penditure  of  this  money  until  1958. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  would  be  willing  to 
modify  my  amendment  so  that  the  au¬ 
thorization  would  run  to  June  30,  1954, 
or  to  cut  the  authorization  by  4  years. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  should  like  to  have 
the  Senator  make  it  1952.  At  that  time 
we  could  review  the  situation. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  always  anxious 
to  cooperate  with  my  dear  friend  from 
Nebraska,  but  I  think  that  is  about  as 
far  as  I  could  go. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  should  like  to  suggest 
that  I  am  interested  in  reviewing  the 
situation  in  order  to  find  out  what  kind 
of  job  we  are  doing.  We  have  not  had 
the  opportunity  to  do  it.  Whether  we 
authorize  $2,000,000,  $4,000,000,  or  $8,- 
000,000,  we  should  know  exactly  what  is 
going  on.  The  committee  has  not  had 
any  opportunity  to  review  the  situation, 
but  I  do  not  believe  that  under  present 
circumstances  the  committee  could  get 
the  information  which  it  could  submit 
to  the  Senate  with  respect  to  how  the 
work  is  progressing. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Does  the  Senator 
know  why  we  should  appropriate  $3,000,- 
000  of  this  money  which  would  not  be 
matched? 
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Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Because  of  the  pov¬ 
erty  of  Latin-American  countries. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  What  would  it  be 
immediately?  Would  $3,000,000  be  used 
without  matching  by  foreign  countries? 
Where  would  the  $3,000,000  come  from? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  would  be  willing  to 
modify  my  amendment  so  as  to  strike 
out  “$3,000,000”  on  line  12,  page  26  of  the 
bill,  and  substitute  in  lieu  thereof 
“$2,000,000.” 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Would  that  be  for 
every  year? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  For  every  year  for 
which  the  authorization  holds. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  Senator  is  modi¬ 
fying  it  to  apply  to  1952,  is  he  not? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  No;  not  1952,  but 
1954. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  in  the 
nature  of  a  substitute  offered  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas]  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  [Putting  the 
question.]  The  “noes”  appear  to  have  it. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  ask  for  a  division. 

On  a  division,  the  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
now  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  as 
amended. 

The  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
President,  may  I  offer  an  amendment? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  suggest  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  that  we  are  about  through  with  the 
committee  amendments. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Very  well. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
an  amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  to 
have  it  stated. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  clerk 
will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  29, 
line  21,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out 
“$4,000,000”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“$2,000,000.” 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  also  affects  a  country  in 
Central  America,  namely,  the  Republic 
of  Nicaragua. 

It  appears  that  during  the  late  war 
representatives  of  the  United  States 
went  to  Nicaragua  with  reference  to  the 
contemplated  Nicaraguan  canal,  which 
would  tie  the  Pacific  and  the  Atlantic 
Oceans.  Nicaragua  readily  agreed  that 
the  United  States  could  do  whatever  was 
necessary  with  reference  to  the  canal. 
Nothing  was  done  about  it,  but  the 
United  States  did  make  a  commitment  to 
Nicaragua  for  military  reasons. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  will  yield  in  a  moment. 
I  know  Senators  are  having  a  Roman 
holiday,  and  I  refuse  to  yield  at  the 
moment. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  declines  to  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  As  a  result,  it  appears 
that  this  country"  solemnly  said  to 
Nicaragua,  “As  long  as  we  cannot  com¬ 
ply  and  spend  the  many  millions  of 
dollars  which  would  be  necessary  in 
order  to  build  the  canal  from  the  Atlantic 
to  the  Pacific,  we  propose  and  suggest 
to  you  that  you  accept  the  construction 


of  a  road  from  the  Pacific  Ocean  to  the 
Atlantic  Ocean.” 

Possibly  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
would  want  to  save  the  $2,000,000,  but  if 
anything  should  happen  to  the  Panama 
Canal,  if  anything  should  happen  either 
on  the  Atlantic  or  the  Pacific  so  that  we 
could  not  transport  by  water  from  one 
ocean  to  the  other,  it  would  be  absolutely 
necessary,  we  are  told  by  the  State  De¬ 
partment,  to  fulfill  this  commitment 
which  we  solemnly  made.  Of  course,  we 
do  not  have  to  comply  with  any  commit¬ 
ments  to  Nicaragua.  She  could  not  force 
us  to  do  so.  But,  after  all,  when  we  are 
so  big  and  powerful,  when  we  are  able 
to  spend  billions  upon  billions  of  dollars 
to  help  humanity,  I  believe  the  dignity 
of  our  Nation  demands  that  commit¬ 
ments  solemnly  made  shall  be  kept,  such 
as  a  commitment  for  a  little  bit  of  an 
item  like  this. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  Senate  will 
accept  the  committee  amendment. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  should  like  some 
time  on  this  amendment,  because  I  was 
a  member  of  the  Truman  committee 
when  this  highway  was  investigated. 
This  is  not  a  part  of  the  Inter -American 
Highway  at  all. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  No  commitments 
were  made.  It  was  really  discovered  that 
this  road  was  being  built  out  of  the 
President’s  emergency  fund  during  the 
war. 

The  committee  went  to  Managua,  saw 
this  highway  running  off  to  the  east,  and 
discovered  for  the  first  time  that  there 
were  $4,000,000  of  the  President’s  funds 
being  used  to  build  the  highway.  Not 
only  did  they  discover  that,  but  they 
found  26  miles  of  highway  leading  up  to 
the  farm  of  the  President  of  Nicaragua, 
which  had  no  connection  whatever  with 
the  Inter-American  Highway. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  the  kind  of  a 
road  for  which  there  was  never  a  com¬ 
mitment.  It  was  built  during  the  war. 
Another  million  dollars  was  spent  to 
build  a  highway  around  a  lake  in  one 
of  the  Central  American  countries. 
This  is  the  way  money  is  being  spent, 
not  on  the  Inter-American  Highway,  but 
on  boondoggling  in  Central  America,  and 
this  amount  should  not  be  expended,  not 
one  dollar  of  it. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND-  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  have  the  floor. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  is  supposed  to  have 
had  the  floor  and  yielded. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  thought  I  was 
recognized. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Under  the 
agreement  the  Chair  would  feel  that  he 
must  recognize  some  Senator  on  the 
other  side  on  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee.  The  time  on  this  amendment 
is  divided  between  the  proponents  and 
the  opponents. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  How  much  time  have 
I  left? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
has  1  minute  left. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Senator  from 
Michigan  can  proceed  in  his  own  time. 


Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mi'.  President - 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yielded  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  and  he  made  a  speech  in  my  time. 
I  think  I  shall  take  what  is  left  of  my 
minute. 

The  Senator  went  to  Central  America 
with  the  Truman  committee,  but  it  hap¬ 
pens  that  the  man  who  was  the  head  of 
that  committee  is  now  the  President  of 
the  United  States.  The  President  and 
the  Department  of  State  support  the 
proposed  appropriation. 

The  Rama  Road  takes  its  name  from 
the  town  of  Rama,  Nicaragua.  In  1942 
our  Government  agreed  to  build  a  road 
between  the  town  of  San  Benito,  in  west¬ 
ern  Nicaragua,  and  the  town  of  Rama  on 
the  Escondido  River,  which  is  navigable 
from  the  town  to  the  Atlantic  Ocean. 

In  1914  a  treaty  was  signed  in  Wash¬ 
ington  by  Secretary  of  State  William 
Jennings  Bryan  and  Gen.  Emiliano 
Chamorro,  representative  of  Nicaragua. 
By  this  treaty  the  United  States  was 
granted  perpetual  rights  to  construct  a 
canal  across  Nicaragua.  No  action  has 
been  taken  to  implement  the  treaty. 

In  1939  the  President  of  Nicaragua 
pointed  out  to  President  Roosevelt  the 
economic  needs  of  his  country,  and  asked 
the  United  States  to  undertake  the  can¬ 
alization  anticipated  by  the  1914  treaty. 
Shortly  before  those  conversations  the 
War  Department  had  recommended 
against  canalization.  The  President  of 
Nicaragua  then  suggested  that  a  barge 
canal  be  dug  from  the  Atlantic  along  the 
San  Juan  River  into  Lake  Nicaragua  and 
across  the  lake  to  connect  with  Managua, 
the  capital  city.  The  War  Department 
pointed  out  the  costliness  of  such  a  proj¬ 
ect,  and  President  Roosevelt  agreed  with 
President  Somoza  on  construction  of  the 
road  from  San  Benito  to  Rama  as  a  sub¬ 
stitute  benefit. 

So  there  was  a  commitment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Withers  in  the  chair).  The  Senator’s 
time  has  expired. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
propose,,  as  a  substitute  for  the  amend¬ 
ment,  that  the  entire  appropriation  of 
$4,000,000  be  stricken  out. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  A  parliamentary  in¬ 
quiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  not  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
call  for  a  reduction  of  $2,000,000? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  So  that  the  amount 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  attempts  to 
strike  cut  is  $2,009,000? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  No,  I  want  to  strike 
out  the  whole  amount,  the  $4,000,000. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  is  only  $2,000,000 
now. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Was  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
agreed  to? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Not  yet. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  What  is  the  amount 
now? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  $4,000,- 
000. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  motion  I  make 
is  to  strike  out  the  entire  amount  of 
$4,000,000. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  the 
Senator  offering  that  amendment? 
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Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  am  offering  it  as 
a  substitute. 

Mr.  BYRD.  It  is  to  section  12,  known 
as  the  Rama  Road  provision. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  propose  to  strike 
out  all  of  section  12. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  My  amendment  is  to 
strike  out  $4,000,000  and  insert  $2,000,- 
000. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  offer  as  a  substi¬ 
tute  for  that  an  amendment  to  strike 
out  all  of  section  12. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the'  original  amend¬ 
ment — 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  in 
favor  of  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  to  reduce  the  amount 
to  $2, 000,000  will  say  “aye.”  Those  op¬ 
posed  will  say  “no.”  The  “ayes”  have 
it  and  the  amendment  is  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  BYRD.  If  the  amendment  is 
adopted,  it  is  not  subject  to  further 
amendment,  is  it? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President, 
should  not  the  substitute  amendment  be 
voted  on  first,  and  then  the  original 
amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Par¬ 
liamentarian  states  that  the  amendment 
by  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez]  to  reduce  his  priority  over  the 
other  amendment. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  the  very 
point  I  am  making.  As  I  understand  the 
way  the  question  was  put,  however,  we 
were  voting  on  the  other  amendment 
first. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  No.  The 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  is  to  reduce  the  original  amount. 
Now  the  Sentor  from  Michigan  is  offer¬ 
ing  an  amendment  to  reduce  it  further. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  understand  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  offered  that  as 
a  substitute. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes,  as  a  substi¬ 
tute;  to  strike  out  the  whole  section. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  BYRD.  If  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  is  adopted,  is 
it  subject  to  further  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is 
subject  to  the  amendment  to  strike  the 
whole  amount. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Has  the  distinguished 
occupant  of  the  chair  announced  the  re¬ 
sult  of  the  vote  on  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes. 
The  amendment  of  the  Senator  irom 
New  Mexico  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  was  the  an¬ 
nouncement  made  by  the  Chair? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  now  ask  for  a  vote 
on  the  motion  to  strike  out  the  entire 
section. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
entire  section? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Yes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  of  the  Senator 


from  Michigan  [Mr.  Ferguson],  [Put¬ 
ting  the  question.] 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  for  a  division. 

On  a  division,  the  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
another  amendment  which  I  ask  to  have 
stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  Amendment 
dated  8-18-50— G. 

On  page  32,  line  10,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  “$25,000,000”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “$10,000,000.” 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That,  Mr.  President, 
reduces  the  access  road  item  from  $25,- 
000,000  to  $10,000,000. 

Mr.  BYRD.  That  is  for  the  defense 
access  roads? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  What  was  the 
amount  of  the  1948  appropriation  for 
access  roads? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  had  none  in  1948. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  This  is  a  new  item? 

Mr.  CHAVEjZ.  A  new  item,  yes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  completes  the 
committee  amendments. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President, 
there  is  an  amendment  offered  on  be¬ 
half  of  myself,  the  Senators  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Thomas  and  Mr.  Watkins]  and  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr]  on 
page  25  which  I  should  like  to  call  up 
because  I  am  obliged  to  leave  the  Cham¬ 
ber. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  Amendment 
dated  8-18-50— U. 

On  page  25,  line  19,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  the  period  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  a  colon  and  the  following: 

Provided  further,  That  $2,500,000  of  the 
sum  authorized  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1951,  shall  be  available  for  contract 
immediately  upon  the  passage  of  this  act. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  the 
bill  carries  an  item  of  $5,000,000  to  cover 
the  construction  of  public  highways 
through  public  domain  where  nothing 
exists  excepting  the  public  domain. 
The  amendment  would  advance  $2,500,- 
000  of  the  $5,000,000  so  that  it  may  be 
immediately  available  in  order  that  cer¬ 
tain  links  in  certain  transcontinental 
highways  may  be  constructed.  We  have 
in  mind  one  special  highway,  Highway  6, 
which  extends  from  the  Atlantic  to  the 
Pacific,  and  is  one  of  the  essential  trans¬ 
continental  highways.  Of  that  high¬ 
way  there  is  an  uncompleted  link  in  the 
State  of  Utah  in  the  open  public  do¬ 
main  of  the  United  States. 

Under  the  law  that  link  can  be  con¬ 
structed  only  by  money  provided  under 
the  terms  of  existing  statutes.  It  is  es¬ 
sential  that  the  link  be  immediately  com¬ 
pleted  so  that  Highway  6,  which  is  other¬ 
wise  completed,  may  be  available  for 
transcontinental  travel. 


Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Does  the  amendment 
provide,  for  example,  100  percent  Federal 
aid  in  connection  with  Indian  lands? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  It  provides  solely 
for  use  of  the  money  in  connection  with 
Government-owned  land.  That  is  in 
compliance  with  the  law  which  has  been 
in  existence  for  many  years. 

•  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  desire  to  be 
recognized? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No.  I  will  accept  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  in  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  b  ythe  Senator  from  Nevada 
[Mr.  McCarran]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  offer  an  amendment,  in  line  8,  on  page 
13,  to  strike  out  the  figure  “$225,000,000” 
for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  highway 
system,  and  to  insert  the  figure  “$112,- 
500,000.”  It  is  a  proposal  to  cut  the 
appropriations  for  primary  roads  ap¬ 
proximately  in  half.  I  think  this  cut  is 
needed  because  of  the  financial  position 
of  the  Government.  The  deficit  is  $4,- 
000,000,000  even  without  the  extraor¬ 
dinary  war  expenditures.  The  added 
war  expenditures  will  be  at  least  $10,- 
000,000,000  or  possibly  $15,000,000,000. 
Despite  the  failure  to  make  great  cuts 
thus  far,  I  think  we  should  press  on.  I 
hope  very  much  that  this  authorization 
may  be  cut  in  half. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
merely  wish  to  say  that  there  was  a  ques¬ 
tion  in  the  minds  of  all  of  us  about  what 
lies  ahead  of  us  with  respect  to  how  great 
sacrifices  the  country  will  have  to  make 
for  its  survival  or  for  winning  in  an¬ 
other  military  conflict.  Some  cuts  have 
already  been  made.  I  am  very  much 
inclined  in  all  matters  of  this  kind,  par¬ 
ticularly  on  the  domestic  front  at  home, 
to  be  economical.  But  let  me  remind  my 
colleagues  that  our  ability  to  survive  is 
going  to  be  measured  also  by  our  ability 
to  maintain  a  sound  and  vigorous  econ¬ 
omy.  We  can  keep  cutting  and  slashing 
these  items  which  directly  affect  an  effi¬ 
cient  and  capable  transportation  system 
in  the  Nation  until,  when  we  break  that 
down,  we  will  not  be  able  to  carry 
through  in  the  other  essentials  of  mili¬ 
tary  effort  and  of  national  defense. 

The  roads  covered  by  the  provision  in 
question  are  more  or  less  vital.  There  is 
ample  provision  in  the  bill  to  have  all  the 
moneys  that  are  being  authorized  by  the 
bill  concentrated  on  the  construction  of 
thc^f  high  ways  which  are  certified  as  be¬ 
ing  vital  to  national  defense. 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  can  be  crippled 
too  much.  I  like  to  see  general  reduc¬ 
tions  made  in  it.  Reductions  should  be 
made  because  of  the  pressing  needs  for 
defense.  But  if  we  are  to  keep  our  trans¬ 
portation  system  in  proper  condition  to 
meet  the  demands  that  will  be  made  upon 
it,  we  had  better  not  cripple  it  too  much. 

I  believe  we  should  leave  the  item  in 
the  bill.  I  think  a  little  more  money 
should  have  been  left  in  the  bill  for  the 
secondary  highways.  I  wras  very  con¬ 
servative  in  trying  to  develop  the  bill. 
But  we  are  met  with  the  actual  condition 
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that  our  transportation  system  gen¬ 
erally  is  deteriorating  in  proportion  to 
the  increase  in  traffic  demands  made 
upon  it.  I  say  we  had  better  use  a  little 
judgment  in  making  cuts.  It  is  a  fine 
thing  to  apply  the  ax  where  we  can.  But 
after  all,  these  are  authorizations.  We 
may  need  these  authorizations.  If  we  do 
not  find  it  advisable  or  necessary  to  spend 
the  money,  we  do  not  have  to  appro¬ 
priate  the  money.  I  trust  we  still  have 
enough  confidence  in  ourselves  to  believe 
that  we  will  meet  the  issue  on  the  basis 
of  the  facts,  when  the  time  comes  that 
the  issue  has  to  be  met. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas], 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado  obtained 
the  floor. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Virginia  because  he 
has  another  amendment  in  regard  to  the 
same  item. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Yes,  it  is  on  the  same 
item.  I  thank  the  Senator  for  yielding 
to  me. 

Mr.  President,  on  behalf  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges] 
and  myself,  I  offer  an  amendment  on 
page  13,  in  line  8,  to  strike  out  “$225,000,- 
000”  and  insert  “$202,500,000,”  thus  re¬ 
storing  the  item  to  the  same  amount 
carried  in  the  bill  for  the  present  fiscal 
year. 

Mr.  President,  we  already  have  re¬ 
duced  the  item  for  the  secondary  roads 
to  the  amount  of  the  item  carried  in  the 
bill  for  the  present  fiscal  year.  I  fear 
that  I  shall  have  to  take  issue  with  my 
very  fine  friend,  the  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas,  when  he  says  that  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  roads  is  not  equiva¬ 
lent  to  an  appropriation.  I  have  found 
that  it  is,  because  the  contracts  are  made 
by  the  States  and  are  incorporated  into 
the  appropriations  made  by  the  States. 
I  happen  to  know  that,  because  I  have 
served  as  Governor  of  Virginia.  Under 
the  circumstances,  an  authorization  is 
just  the  same  as  an  appropriation, 
when  we  make  an  authorization  whereby 
the  States  are  permitted  to  make  con¬ 
tracts  in  accordance  With  the  sums  au¬ 
thorized. 

I  think  it  would  be  very  incongruous 
for  us  to  reduce  by  $40,000,000  the  au¬ 
thorization  for  the  secondary  roads,  but 
not  to  reduce  by  $22,500,000  the  author¬ 
ization  for  the  primary  roads.  The  pre¬ 
vious  reduction  of  $40,000,000  for  the  sec¬ 
ondary  roads  and  the  reduction  proposed 
by  this  amendment  in  the  authorization 
for  the  primary  roads  will  reduce  both 
items  to  the  amounts  of  the  authoriza¬ 
tions  carried  in  the  bill  for  the  present 
fiscal  year.  Neither  amendment  would 
reduce  by  1  cent  the  amounts  of  the 
authorizations  for  these  items  as  carried 
in  the  bill  for  the  fiscal  year  1951. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  yield  to  my  col¬ 
league,  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp- 
shire. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Virginia  and 


myself  is  sound.  I  would  reduce  this 
item  to  the  amount  for  this  purpose 
carried  in  the  bill  for  the  current  year. 

In  view  of  the  unusual  expenditures 
now  required — and  no  one  knows  the 
figure  to  which  they  will  rise — certainly 
we  are  not  justified  in  exceeding  the 
current  level  of  expenditures  for  high¬ 
ways  or  any  other  public  works. 

Therefore,  I  join  with  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  in  proposing  the  amend¬ 
ment,  and  I  hope  it  will  be  adopted. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  does 
there  remain  any  time  in  which  Senators 
who  oppose  the  amendment  may  speak? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Florida  desire  to  speak 
in  opposition  to  adoption  of  the  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  do. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  is  recognized. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
sorry  to  have  to  part  company  on  this 
question  with  my  distinguished  friends 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Hampshire,  because  I 
was  one  who  joined  with  them  in  behalf 
of  their  amendment  for  the  10  percent 
reduction  straight  across  the  board,  in 
the  case  of  the  recent  omnibus  appro¬ 
priation  bill,  and  I  hoped  to  be  able 
to  stay  with  them  in  their  various  efforts 
to  reduce  expenses. 

However,  in  the  case  of  this  particular 
amendment  I  think  we  would  be  penny¬ 
wise  and  pound  foolish  if  we  made  the 
reduction  now  proposed.  I  call  atten- 
to  the  fact  that  we  already  have  stricken 
out,  on  the  motion  of  the  committee  it¬ 
self,  the  item  of  $70,000,000  which  was 
voted  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  was  designed  to  be  spent  on  primary 
and  urban-aid  road  systems.  So  that 
authorization  has  already  been  stricken 
from  the  bill. 

Furthermore,  I  wish  to  call  attention 
to  the  fact  that  the  primary  road  sys¬ 
tem  is  the  one  which  is  in  worst  repair 
and  which  most  needs  construction  and 
reconstrutcion  at  this  time.  Anyone 
who  thinks  the  primary  road  systems  in 
the  various  States  have  been  returned 
to  normal  condition  since  the  end  of  the 
Second  World  War,  simply  is  not  familiar 
with  the  existing  facts. 

The  committee  felt — and  very  prop¬ 
erly  so,  I  think — that  an  increase  is  re¬ 
quired  in  the  interest  of  sound  economy 
and  the  conservation  of  the  very  heavy 
investments  made  on  the  part  of  the 
Federal  Government  and  the  States  in 
the  primary  road  system. 

Therefore  I  hope  the  amendment  will 
be  rejected. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Is  it  not  true  that 
the  authorization  made  for  the  last  2 
years  by  the  Eightieth  Congress  was 
based  largely  on  the  fact  that  the  States 


were  not  then  in  a  position  to  match  any 
larger  authorizations  or  appropriations? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is  correct.  The 
authorization  in  1948,  which  was  re¬ 
ported  by  a  subcommittee  of  which  I  was 
a  member,  was  less  than  the  amount  re¬ 
quested  by  the  Federal  agencies  and  the 
State  agencies;  it  was  less  than  that 
amount  by  a  great  deal,  because  none  of 
the  States  were  then  in  a  position  to 
build  or  repair  or  reconstruct  at  full 
blast. 

However,  the  present  situation  is  dif¬ 
ferent.  Today  we  need  to  reconstruct 
and  place  into  Excellent  condition  the 
Federal-aid  highway  system,  the  pri¬ 
mary  road  system  of  every  State  in  the 
Union. 

So  I  hope  the  reduction  proposed  by 
this  amendment  will  not  be  made. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  -Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Is  it  not  true  that 
the  repair  and  maintenance  of  these 
highways  and  the  making  of  the  im¬ 
provements  which  are  needed  in  them 
in  order  to  make  it  possible  to  handle  the 
traffic,  are  far  behind  schedule,  as  was 
testified  to  by  the  respective  highway 
engineers?  * 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  emi¬ 
nently  correct.  I  do  not  recall  the 
amount,  but  several  billion  dollars  will 
be  required  in  order  to  bring  the  Federal- 
aid  road  system  back  to  an  effective  and 
satisfactory  condition. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Is  it  not  also  true 
that  truck  traffic  on  these  highways  is 
constantly  increasing  and  always  is  tied 
in  with  the  industrial  production  and 
the  shipment  of  goods  and  materials  be¬ 
tween  the  key  industrial  centers? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is  entirely  cor¬ 
rect. 

Furthermore,  Mr.  President,  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  passenger  automobiles  and 
trucks  has  been  at  an  all-time  high  for 
the  last  2  years.  The  number  of  auto¬ 
mobiles  and  trucks  now  on  the  highways 
is  greatly  in  excess  of  the  number  on  the 
highways  2  years  ago. 

This  item  is  a  must,  if  we  are  to  keep 
the  primary  read  systems  of  the  States 
in  proper  condition. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  should  like  to 
ask,  further,  whether  the  primary  high¬ 
way  system,  which  is  truly  the  costly 
system,  requiring  heavier  road  beds  and 
extra  heavy  concrete  or  asphalt  in  order 
to  be  able  to  handle  the  heavy  traffic, 
constitutes  the  main  burden  on  the 
States  in  terms  of  the  dollars  spent  for 
roads.  That  is  true,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is -correct. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me  at  this  time? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  wish  to  be  asso¬ 
ciated  with  my  colleagues  on  the  com¬ 
mittee  in  opposing  this  amendment. 

We  have  gone  carefully  into  the  matter 
of  taking  care  of  our  primary  roads;  we 
have  studied  that  matter  at  great  length. 
All  the  evidence  indicates  that  in  all 
sections,  of  the  United  States  where  there 
have  been  defense  plants,  the  roads  have 
taken  a  terriffic  beating  and  we  are 
away  behind  schedule  in  restoring  them 
to  proper'  condition.  To  my  mind,  the 
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program  of  restoring  them  to  proper 
condition  is  a  “must”  in  connection  with 
the  national  defense. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  on  behalf  of  him¬ 
self  and  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  [Mr.  Bridges!.  On  this  question 
the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered, 
and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Downey] 
is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Chapman],  and  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  Hunt]  are  detained  on  official 
committee  business. 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland],  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden],  and  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely]  are  absent  on 
public  business. 

The  Senators  from  South  Carolina 
[Mr.  Johnston  and  Mr.  Maybank],  and 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Kefauver]  are  detained  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

I  announce  that  if  present  and  voting, 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Chap¬ 
man],  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland],  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden],  and  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely]  would  vote 
“nay.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Cain]  and  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Vandenberg]  are  absent  by  leave  of 
the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Flanders!  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Gurney]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  36, 


nays  47,  as  follows: 

Benton 

YEAS— 36 

Hoey 

Myers 

Brewster 

Ives 

O'Conor 

Bricker 

Jenner 

Robertson 

Bridges 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Saltonstall 

Butler 

Kem 

Schoeppel 

Byrd 

Knowland 

Smith,  N  J. 

Capehart 

Lehman 

Taft 

Douglas 

Lodge 

Thye 

Ferguson 

Lucas 

Tobey 

Frear 

McCarthy 

Tydings 

George 

McMahon 

Wherry 

Hendrickson 

Martin 

Williams 

Aiken 

NAYS — 47 

Holland 

Mundt 

Anderson 

Humphrey 

Murray 

Chave2 

Johnson,  Colo. 

O'Mahoney 

Connaliy 

Kerr 

Pepper 

Cordon 

Kilgore 

Russell 

Darby 

Langer 

Smith,  Maine 

Donnell— 

Leahy 

Sparkman 

Dworshak 

Long 

Stennis 

Ecton 

McCarran 

Taylor 

Ellender 

McClellan 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Fulbright 

McFarland 

Thomas,  Utah 

Gillette 

McKellar 

Watkins 

Graham 

Magnuson 

Wiley 

Green 

Malone 

Witheis 

Hickenlooper 

Millikin 

Young 

Hill 

Morse 

NOT  VOTING— 
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Cain 

Gurney 

Maybank 

Chapman 

Havden 

Neely 

Downey 

Hunt 

Vandenberg 

Eas._:  :..d 

Jch:er:l‘"'  S.  C. 

Flanders 

Ksfa  vor 

So  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Byrd 
for  himself  and  Mr.  Bridges  was  rejected. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  have  an 
amendment  along  this  same  line,  and 
I  should  like  to  finish  with  it. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  is  recognized. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  address 
the  Senate  for  2  minutes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

ORDER  OP  BUSINESS 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  first 
want  to  advise  the  Senate  that,  after 
discussing  with  the  chairman  of  the 
Finance  Committee  the  question  of  tak¬ 
ing  up  the  tax  measure  tomorrow,  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  George]  ad¬ 
vises  me  that  it  cannot  be  done,  and 
that  it  will  be  Thursday  before  we  are 
able  to  proceed  to  the  consideration  of 
the  tax  measure. 

I  should  like  to  notify  the  Senate  that 
tomorrow  we  shall  proceed  to  call  the 
calendar.  That  was  agreed  upon  by  the 
Democratic  policy  committee  today. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  that  mean  that 
there  will  be  a  call  of  the  calendar  of 
bills  as  to  which  there  is  no  objection, 
beginning  where  the  Senate  left  off  the 
last  time,  or  does  it  mean  that  we  shall 
go  back  to  the  beginning  of  the  calen¬ 
dar? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  We  shall  call  the  calen¬ 
dar  of  unobjected-to  bills. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  And  is  it  contem¬ 
plated  that  the  calendar  will  be  called 
from  where  we  left  off  the  last  time? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Senator  is  correct 
in  his  understanding. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  I  merely  want 
to  warn  Senators  that  if  we  follow  this 
procedure  tomorrow  there  may  be  many 
bills  near  the  end  of  the  calendar  which 
will  be  objected  to,  because  the  commit¬ 
tee  reports  on  the  bills  are  not  avail¬ 
able. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  presume  that  is  true. 

Mr.  PIENDRICKSON.  Could  we  have 
an  understanding  about  that? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Obviously,  if  there  is  no 
report,  we  shall  not  take  up  the  bill. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Maryland. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  this  question,  since  I  could 
not  hear  him  from  where  I  was.  Was 
provision  made  that,  after  the  road  bill 
is  out  of  the  way,  the  family-allowance 
bill  shall  be  taken  up? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Yes.  As  soon  as  the 
road  bill  is  out  of  the  way,  we  shall  take 
up  the  family-allowance  bill. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

REVISION  OP  SENATORIAL  REMARKS 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  also, 
while  I  am  on  my  feet,  I  desire  to  pro¬ 
pound  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  should  like  to  know 
how  far  a  Senator  is  permitted  to  go  in 
changing  the  remarks  that  are  made  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  Sen¬ 
ator  is  not  supposed  to  make  any  sub¬ 
stantial  change  in  his  remarks. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Yesterday,  after  I  read 
an  editorial  under  the  caption  “A  party 
bankrupt,”  as  shown  by  page  13141  of 
the  Record,  third  column,  the  following 
occurred : 

Mr.  Bricker.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Sen¬ 
ator  yield  for  a  question? 

The  Vice  President.  The  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Maybank.  Mr.  President,  how  much 
time  have  I  remaining? 

The  Vice  President.  Two  minutes. 

Mr.  Bricker.  Mr.  President,  will  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  yield? 

The  Vice  President.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  does  not  have  the  floor.  The  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Malone.  Mr.  President,  a  point  of 
order. 

Following  the  making  of  a  point  of 
order  by  the  Senator  from  Nevada,  the 
Record  shows  that  the  Vice  President 
said: 

The  Senator  from  South  Carolina  has  the 
floor,  unless  he  yields. 

The  Senator  from  South  Carolina  did 
not  yield,  but  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
wrote  in  the  following,  in  his  own  hand¬ 
writing,  following  the  point  of  order: 

Mr.  President,  to  keep  the  record  straight — 
I  so  thoroughly  disagree  with  the  entire 
philosophy  of  the  senior  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  that  there  is  no  room  for  compromise 
or  agreement.  There  is  little  integrity  left 
in  our  Government— the  public  must  be  the 
judge. 

I  merely  invite  the  attention  of  the 
Senate  to  what  can  go  on  if  we  do  not 
watch  our  own  remarks  once  in  a  while. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Every  Senator  has  the 
right  to  edit  his  remarks,  and  we  all  do 
it — at  least,  I  do — to  take  care  of  split 
infinitives,  grammatical  errors,  and 
changes  of  meaning  here  and  there. 
But  this  is  a  completely  new  sentence 
which  has  been  added.  I  was  satisfied 
when  I  read  the  Record  that  the  Sena¬ 
tor  did  not  make  that  statement  on  the 
floor.  I  merely  invite  the  attention  of 
the  Senate  to  what  is  going  on.  I  hope 
we  shall  all  obey  the  rules  of  the  Senate 
with  respect  to  the  editing  of  remarks. 
There  is  nothing  very  serious  in  the  re¬ 
mark  itself,  but  if  we  go  that  far  and  do 
not  watch,  how  much  further  will  Sena¬ 
tors  go  in  writing  something  into  the 
Record?  It  was  a  question  of  a  point  of 
order,  and  the  Senator  from  South  Caro¬ 
lina  [Mr.  Maybank]  refused  to  yield. 
Then  it  was  that  the  Senator  from  Neva¬ 
da  proceeded  to  write  in  this  argument 
condemning  me  specifically  and  con¬ 
demning  many  things  by  implication  and 
indirectly.  It  gives  us  no  chance,  unless 
we  watch  the  next  day,  to  reply  to  such 
statements  if  we  want  to. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
vada. 
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Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  I  said 
substantially  that  in  the  confusion  pre¬ 
vailing  at  that  time,  and  I  did  write  in 
what  I  had  said  during  the  confusion  of 
the  debate,  because  I  saw  it  was  not  in 
the  Record.  If  the  senior  Senator  from 
Illinois  wishes  to  debate  it  now,  I  should 
be  glad  to  go  into  his  philosophy  with 
him. 

Mr.  President,  I  rise  to  a  point  of 
special  privilege. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  What  is  the  pending 
business? 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  I  asked 
for  2  minutes,  and  I  presume  my  time  has 
expired. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  we  are  going  to  get 
into  a  debate - 

Mr.  LUCAS.  We  are  not  going  to  get 
into  a  debate,  I  will  say  to  my  friend. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  be  granted  2  min¬ 
utes  in  order  that  I  may  make  an  obser¬ 
vation  concerning  the  Record. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  in  order 
to  attend  the  funeral  of  the  road  bill, 
I  object.  „ 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  withhold  his  objection  so 
that  I  may  say  a  word  or  two?  ^ 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  should  like  to  accom¬ 
modate  my  good  friend  from  Nebraska. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  So  long  as  we  have 
proceeded  to  do  justice  to  the  people  of 
the  United  States  by  cutting  down  sec¬ 
ondary-road  money  and  approving  the 
expenditure  of  primary-road  money,  I 
want  to  get  through  with  it. 

Mr.  KERR  subsequently  said: 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
may  have  2  minutes  in  which  to  discuss 
a  matter  which  arose  a  little  while  ago. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  for  his  courtesy  and  his  display  of 
fair  play.  I  merely  want  to  say,  in  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  observations  made  by  the 
majority  leader — and  I  say  this  in  all 
kindliness — that  it  is  very  difficult  to  take 
down  all  the  remarks  that  are  made  by 
Senators  when  there  is  confusion  such 
as  that  which  prevailed  yesterday. 

No  Senator  is  prouder  of  our  official 
reporters  than  I  am.  I  think  they  are 
the  greatest  set  of  men  we  have,  and 
they  do  their  level  best.  However,  it  is 
very  difficult  at  all  times  to  catch  every 
word  said  by  a  Senator.  During  the 
remarks  of  the  distinguished  majority 
leader,  and  for  a  few  minutes  thereafter, 
several  Senators  have  said  to  me  that 
they  did  hear  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Nevada  say  what  the  distinguished 
majority  leader,  the  Senator  from 
Illinois,  has  said  is  not  now  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord.  I  know  no  Senator  is  accorded 
more  respect  for  fair  play  than  is  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 


Mi-.  WHERRY.  Yes. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  All  I  wish  to  say 
is  that  at  the  time  I  was  sitting  about  as 
far  away  as  where  the  page  is  now 
sitting.  I  do  not  agree  with  what  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  said;  I  do  not  agree 
with  him  at  all,  but  I  did  hear  him  say, 
“There  is  little  integrity  left  in  our  Gov¬ 
ernment — the  public  must  be  the  judge.” 
There  is  no  question  in  my  mind  that  I 
heard  him  say  it. 

Mi-.  LUCAS.  I  refer  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  and  others  Senators  to 
page  13139  of  the  Record,  in  the  first 
column  where  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
is  reported  as  having  said: 

There  is  little  integrity  in  Government — - 
under  the  present  administration — and  pub¬ 
lic  confidence  is  severely  shaken. 

What  I  referred  to  was  what  appeared 
to  have  been  written  in  later.  Un¬ 
doubtedly  the  Senator  from  Nevada. said 
it  in  one  part  of  his  address.  If  the 
reporters  are  incorrect,  I  certainly  wish 
to  apologize  to  the  Senator  from  Nevada 
for  bringing  up  the  matter.  The  only 
thing  I  am  trying  to  do — and  I  say  it  in 
the  best  spirit— is  to  warn  the  Senate  and 
to  suggest  that  sometimes  in  editing  our 
remarks  we  are  inclined  to  slop  over,  so 
to  speak.  The  question  is  how  far  one 
can  go.  I  bring  the  matter  up  merely 
for  the  purpose  of  advising  Senators.  If 
I  am  wrong,  and  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  said  it,  I  did  not  hear  him  say  it. 
If  the  reporters  made  that  kind  of  mis¬ 
take,  it  is  a  rare  occurrence. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  did 
not  intend  to  yield  all  of  my  time  to  the 
distinguished  majority  leader.  I  am 
certainly  not  blaming  the  reporters.  I 
want  that  distinctly  understood.  I  am 
saying  that  in  this  room,  where  the 
acoustics  are  not  good  at  all,  and  espe¬ 
cially  where  there  is  so  much  confusion, 
it  is  very  difficult  to  take  down  in  running 
debate  all  the  remarks  that  a  Senator 
may  make.  I  know  the  Senator  from 
Nevada.  I  know  he  has  a  good  deal  of 
courage.  I  know  he  wants  to  appear  in 
the  Record  what  he  says  on  the  floor.  I 
believe  he  intended  to  say  it,  and  I  should 
like  to  give  him  credit  for  it.  r 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  make 
one  further  observation.  I  am  not  sure 
just  what  can  be  done  with  the  Record. 
I  know  that  remarks  have  been  deleted. 
In  some  cases  I  think  it  was  best  that 
they  were  deleted.  I  know  of  one  occa¬ 
sion  when  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  West  Virginia,  for  whom  I  have  the 
highest  respect,  wanted  to  delete  all  of 
the  kindly  remarks  made  about  me  and 
some  other  Senators.  He  withheld  his 
remarks  for  30  days.  I  found  that  I 
could  not  get  the  remarks  into  the  Rec¬ 
ord  unless  I  made  the  remarks  myself. 

I  think  the  majority  leader  has  brought 
up  a  very  important  question.  Perhaps 
the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Administra-  ' 
tion  should  go  into  it,  in  order  to  find  out 
what  can  be  done  about  it,  what  can  be 
deleted,  and  what  cannot  be  deleted  from 
the  Record,  At  least  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  said  he  wanted  to  touch 
up  his  grammar,  which  is  a  very  good 
reason,  especially  for  home  consumption. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  But  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  did  not  think  it  should  take 
30  days  to  do  it. 
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Mr.  WHERRY.  He  kept  his  remarks 
out  of  the  Record  for  30  days.  I  in¬ 
sisted  that  they  be  put  into  the  Record. 
I  could  not  get  them  even  for  the  news¬ 
papers.  Finally,  because  of  the  good 
sportsmanship  of  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia,  he  printed  them  in  the  Record 
exactly  as  the  words  had  been  spoken. 
In  the  meantime  I  had  obtained  a  copy 
of  the  transcript.  The  point  is:  What 
can  be  done  about  it?  If  remarks  are 
withheld  for  more  than  30  days,  they  are 
never  printed.  How  far  can  one  go? 
The  majority  leader  has  touched  on  a 
point  which  is  very  far  reaching  indeed. 
I  wish  to  conclude  by  saying  that  in  view 
of  what  was  said  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
vada  certainly  meant  what  he  said.  In 
fact,  I  believe  if  he  had  said  all  he  wanted 
to  say  on  the  subject  it  would  have  made 
.a  voluminous  record  on  the  point  at 
issue. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
for  debate  has  expired. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may  have 
the  floor  for  one-half  minute  in  order 
that  I  may  propound  a  question  to  the 
distinguished  minority  leader. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there' 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  California?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Did  I  understand 
the  Senator  to  say  that,  under  the  rules 
of  the  Senate,  a  Senator  can  withhold  a 
colloquy  between  himself  and  another 
Senator,  and  if  he  withholds  it  for  30 
days,  it  is  never  printed  in  the  Record? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  think  the  rule 
ought  to  be  changed,  if  that  is  the  rule. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  not  saying  it  is 
the  rule.  It  may  be  a  precedent.  At 
least  I  do  not  want  to  complain  about  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia.  He  was  a  good  sport  about  it,  and 
I  want  to  give  him  credit  for  it.  How¬ 
ever,  on  looking  into  the  matter  I  found 
that  he  could  withhold  his  remarks,  and 
he  did  so.  It  has  been  done  in  the  House 
and  it  has  been  done  in  the  Senate.  If 
a  speech  is  withheld  for  30  days,  it  does 
not  have  to  be  printed  at  all. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
a  question  of  personal  privilege. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  regular  order,  Mr. 
President. 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  rise  to  a  question  of 
personal  privilege. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  How  long  does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  intend  to  speak? 

Mr.  MALONE.  One  minute.  Mr. 
President,  I  know  that  in  the  heat  of  de¬ 
bate  things  are  said  sometimes  which 
perhaps  would  be  stated  in  different  lan¬ 
guage  if  we  had  a  little  more  time  to 
consider.  As  I  remember,  the  debate 
yesterday  evening  was  quite  heated. 

Mr.  KEM.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  speak  louder? 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  remember  that  the 
debate  last  evening  was  quite  heated. 
At  least  two  Senators  refused  to  yield 
after  something  had  been  said.  How¬ 
ever,  the  junior  Senator  from  Nevada 
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certainly  did  not  intend  to  violate  any 
rule  of  the  Senate. 

I,  too,  wish  to  compliment  the  re¬ 
porters.  They  rarely  miss  anything. 
How  they  get  as  much  as  they  do  is  a 
mystery  to  me.  Certainly,  with  more 
time  I  might  have  used  different  lan¬ 
guage  in  saying  that  there  was  little  in¬ 
tegrity  left  in  Government. 

However  I  did  not  have  the  time  then 
and  I  do  not  have  the  time  now  to  make 
the  speech  'on  the  subject  that  I  would 
like  to  make. 

Perhaps  opportunity  will  be  offered 
later  when  I  may  really  go  into  the 
question  of  how  little  integrity  I  believe 
there  remains  in  Government  at  this 
time,  with  illustrations.  If  I  offended  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  in  any  way  I  am  sorry,  but  I  did 
consider  it  necessary  for  my  remarks,  as 
I  said  them,  to  appear  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MALONE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  The  Senator  did  not 
offend  me  at  all.  I  merely  called  the 
matter  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate, 
with  the  hope  that  in  the  future  all  of 
us  may  be  a  little  more  careful  in  edit¬ 
ing  our  remarks. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Since  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  Illinois  saw 
fit  to  bring  the  subject  up  at  all,  and 
since  he  understands  that  the  words 
were  actually  said,  the  subject  is  closed. 
They  were  said  for  the  Record  during 
the  debate.  All  I  am  concerned  with 
now  is  to  establish  that  fact.  Since  the 
question  has  been  raised,  and  since  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Massachu¬ 
setts  [Mr.  Saltonstall]  and  at  least  one 
other  Senator  heard  the  remark,  I  think 
that  ought  to  complete  the  discussion 
of  the  subject.  So  far  as  I  am  concerned 
it  is  completely  and  finally  closed. 

FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1950 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend 
and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road 
Act,  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat. 
355),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  continuing 
the  construction  of  highways,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  cffer  an 
amendment  to  strike  out  “$125,000,000” 
and  insert  “$112,500,000”  on  page  14,  line 
3,  of  the  bill.  It  would  give  to  the  urban 
type  of  road  exactly  what  is  now  being 
given. 

Mr.  MALONE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  cannot  yield  at  this  time. 
I  want  to  make  an  explanation  of  my 
amendment. 

Mr.  President,  the  amendment  would 
provide  for  that  type  of  road  exactly 
what  is  being  provided  at  this  time.  The 
Senate  adopted  an  amendment  to  re¬ 
duce  the  appropriation  for  secondary 
roads  and  declined  to  reduce  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  primary  system.  I  think 
we  certainly  should  not  spend  more  on 
the  road  system  in  this  emergency  than 
we  are  spending  at  this  time. 

I  ask  that  the  reduction  be  made.  It 
amounts  to  $12,500,000  with  reference  to 
the  urban  type  of  road. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
the  Senate  will  see  fit  to  reject  this 


amendment.  The  amendment  seeks  to 
do  for  the  urban  system  exactly  what 
was  sought  to  be  done  through  the 
amendment  recently  voted  down  by  the 
Senate  in  the  case  of  the  primary-aid 
system.  In  the  case  of  the  primary 
roads,  the  amendment  sought  to  reduce 
the  appropriation  of  $225,000,000  to 
$202,500,000.  In  each  case  the  commit¬ 
tee  raised  the  amount  by  1.9  percent  of 
the  amount  of  authorization  which  had 
heretofore  prevailed,  but  in  the  case  of 
the  primary-aid  system  the  Senate  re¬ 
fused  to  cut  off  that  amount,  believing, 
I  am  sure,  that  the  wear  and  tear  on  the 
roads  made  it  necessary  that  the  high¬ 
ways  be  not  disturbed  but  be  more  gen¬ 
erously  supported  than  heretofore.  The 
urban-aid  system  couples  up  with  the 
primary-aid  system  to  make  extensive 
roads  running  not  only  to  the  cities,  but 
through  the  cities  and  out  on  the  other 
side.  I  think  it  would  be  most  unreason¬ 
able  to  make  this  cut  in  the  urban  aid 
after  we  have  declined  to  make  exactly 
the  same  cut  for  the  primary  aid  system, 
which  is  only  that  part  of  the  system 
which  is  outside  the  great  cities. 

Mr.  President,  without  debating  the 
matter  at  length,  there  is  exactly  the 
same  point  applicable  in  exactly  the 
same  degree  to  the  urban-aid  system 
that  was  proposed  a  while  ago  to  the 
primary-aid  system. 

I  hope  the  Senate  will  stand  by  the 
action  just  taken  and  continue  to  con¬ 
serve  and  provide  for  the  construction 
of  trunk  highways,  and  that  we  shall 
complete  the  job  by  declining  to  adopt 
this  particular  amendment. 

Mr.  BYRD.  Mr.  President,  I  think  it 
is  far  fetched  to  say  that  a  reduction  of 
$12,500,000  in  a  total  expenditure  for 
roads-  of  more  than  $3,000,000,000  will 
have  any  great  effect  on  the  American 
road  system. 

In  1945  the  States  made  expenditures 
on  the  highways  amounting  to  $833,000,- 
000.  They  have  now  expended  more  than 
$3,000,000,000.  That  is  an  increase  of 
nearly  four  times  in  4  years.  These  fig¬ 
ures  are  from  1945  to  1949. 

Mr.  President,  the  States  and  locali¬ 
ties  have  got  to  do  something  for  them¬ 
selves.  I  do  not  know  of  a  State  in  the 
Union  running  at  a  deficit  today.  There 
may  be  some,  but  I  do  not  know  of  any. 
The  Federal  Government  is  operating  on 
a  deficit.  The  deficit  may  be  as  much 
as  $10,000,000,000,  $15,000,000,000,  or  even 
$20,000,000,000.  No  one  knows  what  it 
will  be.  It  will  depend  on  how  much  we 
spend,  in  this  emergency. 

I  cannot  agree  with  my  distinguished 
colleague  that  this  reduction  will  have 
any  very  serious  effect.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  I  think,  very  frankly,  that  the 
figures  can  be  reduced  in  even  greater 
amounts.  I  again  emphasize  that  the  ex¬ 
penditures  of  the  States  for  roads  have 
increased  four  times  in  4  years.  That  is 
a  large  increase.  The  money  will  have 
to  come  from  sources  other  than  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  because  the  Federal 
Government  has  very  great  burdens  upon 
it  which  States,  cities,  counties,  and  lo¬ 
calities  do  not  have. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  agreed 
to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 


ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  [Mr.  ByrdI. 

Mr.  BYRD.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered,  and 
the  roll  was  called. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  announce  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Chapman],  and 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hunt] 
are  detained  on  official  committee  busi¬ 
ness. 

The  Senator  from  California  [Mr, 
Downey]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland],  ^he  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden],  and  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely]  are  absent 
on  public  business. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Kefauver]  is  detained  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Myers]  is  detained  on  official  business, 
and  if  present  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Pep¬ 
per]  is  detained  on  official  business,  hold¬ 
ing  hearings  as  chairman  of  a  subcom¬ 
mittee  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  if  present  would  vote  “nay.” 

I  announce  further  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Chapman],  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Eastland],  the  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  [Mr.  Hayden],  and  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely]  would 
vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Cain] 
and  the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
Vandenberg]  are  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Flan¬ 
ders]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Gurney]  and  the  Senator  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  [Mr.  McCarthy]  are  detained  on 
official  business. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  50, 


nays  32, 

as  follows: 

YEAS— 50 

Aiken 

Hendrickson 

O’Conor 

Benton 

Hickenlooper 

Robertson 

Brewster 

Hoey 

Russell 

Bricker 

Humphrey 

Saltonstall 

Bridges 

Ives 

Schoeppel 

Butler 

Jenner 

Smith,  Maine 

Byrd 

Johnson.  Tex. 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Capehart 

Kem 

Taft 

Donnell 

Knowiand 

Thye 

Douglas 

Langer 

Tobey 

Dworshak 

Lehman 

Tydings 

Ecton 

Lodge 

Watkins 

Ferguson 

Lucas 

Wherry 

Frear 

McMahon 

Wiley 

Fulbright 

Malone 

Williams 

George 

Martin 

Young 

Gillette 

Maybank 

NAYS— 32 

Anderson 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Morse 

Chavez 

Kerr 

Mundt 

Connally 

Kilgore 

Murray 

Cordon 

Leahy 

O'Mahoney 

Darby 

Long 

Sparkman 

Ellender 

McCarran 

Stennis 

Graham 

McClellan 

Taylor 

Green 

McFarland 

Thomas.  Okla. 

Hill 

McKellar 

Thomas,  Utah 

Holland 

Magnuson 

Withers 

Johnson,  Colo.  Millikin 

NOT  VOTING— 

-14 

Cain 

Gurney 

Myers 

Chapman 

Hayden 

Neely 

Downey 

Hunt 

Pepper 

Eastland 

Kefauver 

Vandenberg 

Flanders 

McCarthy 

So  Mr.  Byrd's  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 
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Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
President,  I  oiler  an  amendment,  and  ask 
that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Clerk  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  At  the  ap¬ 
propriate  place  in  the  bill  it  is  proposed 
to  add  the  following  new  section: 

Sec.  .  No  funds  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  by  this  act  shall  be  paid  to,  or  on 
behalf  of,  any  State,  Territory,  county,  or 
municipality,  for  the  construction,  recon¬ 
struction,  improvement,  or  maintenance  of 
any  highway  unless  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  shall  have  received  satisfactory  assur¬ 
ances  that  no  vehicle  or  combination  of  vehi¬ 
cles,  unladen  or  with  load,  win  be  permitted 
upon  such  highway  when  the  gross  weight 
on  the  road  surface  through  any  axle  of  such 
vehicle  or  combination  of  vehicles  exceeds 
18,000  pounds.  The  provisions  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  not  be  applicable  with  respect  to 
any  State  or  Territory,  or  any  political  sub¬ 
division  of  such  State  or  Territory,  until  the 
end  of  the  first  regular  session  of  the  legis¬ 
lature  of  such  State  or  Territory  convening 
after  the  enactment  of  this  act. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
President,  we  have  been  dealing  with 
amendments  for  several  hours  offered  in 
an  effort  to  reduce  the  appropriations  for 
highways.  The  amendment  I  offer  I 
think  is  a  more  sensible  approach,  be¬ 
cause  it  reduces  the  need  for  highway 
funds. 

Mr.  President,  the  purpose  of  my 
amendment  is  to  bring  about  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  a  uniform  18,000-pound  axle  load 
limit  in  the  48  States.  That  is  the  maxi¬ 
mum  load  limit  now  fixed  by  the  laws  of 
34  States,  and  in  2  of  those  States, 
Illinois  and  Virginia,  the  maximum  is 
16,000  pounds,  with  a  permissible  axle 
load  of  18,000  pounds  on  certain  major 
highways.  West  Virginia’s  maximum  is 
also  16,000,  with  exceptions  permitting 
22,000-pound  axle  loads  on  major  high¬ 
ways  in  metropolitan  areas.  Only  one 
State,  Vermont,  has  no  statutory  maxi¬ 
mum  load  limit.  The  remaining  13 
States  have  statutory  limitations  varying 
from  19,000  to  22,400  pounds.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  inserted  in 
the  Record  at  the  conclusion  of  my  re¬ 
marks  a  tabulation  showing  the  axle¬ 
load  limitations  in  the  various  States. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  A.) 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
President,  in  recent  testimony  before 
the  Senate  Interstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce  Committee,  our  Commissioner  of 
Public  Roads,  in  a  well-documented 
statement,  pointed  out  that  in  road  plan¬ 
ning  and  construction  the  principal  fac¬ 
tor  that  is  used  to  determine  support¬ 
ing  capacity  is  the  axle  load  of  vehicles. 
Irrespective  of  their  particular  type  of 
construction  or  design,  all  roads  are  defi¬ 
nitely  limited  in  their  axle  load  support¬ 
ing  capacity,  and  trucks  are  being  over¬ 
loaded. 

Mr.  President,  the  country’s  highways 
are  being  pounded  to  pieces  by  over¬ 
weight  and  overloaded  trucks.  The 
evidence  and  research  clearly  disclose 
that  excessive  axle-loads  cause  serious 
damage  to  expensive  highway  construc¬ 
tion. 


As  Commissioner  MacDonald  stated: 

The  useful  life  of  most  of  the  surfaced 
roads  of  the  United  States  is  shortened  by 
axle  loading  in  excess  of  18,000  pounds. 
The  laws  of  a  large  majority  of  the  States 
fix  18,000  pounds  as  the  maximum  limit  of 
permissible  axle  loading  and  roads  have  been 
built  for  the  accommodation  of  the  legally 
permissible  load. 

The  American  Association  of  State  High¬ 
way  Officials  has  recommended  that  axle 
loads  be  legally  .limited  at  18,000  pounds. 
The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  subscribes  to 
that  recommendation. 

I  heard  it  stated  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  a  few  moments  ago  that  Mr.  Mac¬ 
Donald  is  the  Nation’s  foremost  road  ex¬ 
pert,  and  I  believe  that  to  be  true. 

Commissioner  MacDonald  made  it 
plain  that  the  18,000-pound  limit  is  not 
a  limit  arbitrarily  selected.  It  was  not 
picked  out  of  thin  air.  It  is  a  limit  based 
upon  the  mathematical  theories  of  high¬ 
way  design,  confirmed  by  tests  carefully 
conducted  several  years  ago  at  Bates,  HI., 
and  Arlington,  Va.  It  is  based  on  facts 
that  are  grounded  in  extensive  research 
and  experimentation  and  has  been  ac¬ 
cepted  as  a  proper  and  reasonable  limit 
by  most  highway  authorities.  I  want  to 
point  out  again  that  the  American  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  State  Highway  Officials  are 
very  much  in  favor  of  an  18,000-pound 
axle  load  limitation  for  all  the  States. 

The  testimony  before  our  committee 
clearly  demonstrated  what  I  believe 
every  Senator  knows  to  be  a  fact,  name¬ 
ly,  that  there  is  a  decided  upward  trend 
in  the  gross  weight  of  trucks  traveling 
our  highways.  Not  only  are  the  trucks 
getting  bigger  and  hauling  larger  loads, 
but  the  relative  increase  in  the  number 
of  heavy  trucks  as  against  lighter  trucks 
is  very  significant.  For  example,  in 
1936-37  vehicles  with  a  gross  weight  of 
20,000  pounds  comprised  approximately 
25  percent,  or  an  increase  of  more  than 
100  percent.  And  this  relative  increase 
skyrockets  as  the  size  of  the  truck  in¬ 
creases.  At  30,000  pounds  the  increase 
from  4  percent  in  the  1936-37  period  to 
15  percent  in  1949  amounted  to  nearly 
400  percent.  The  increase  at  40,000 
pounds  was  approximately  800  percent, 
and  the  increase  in  percentage  of 
trucks  in  the  50,000-pound  class  shot  up 
-tenfold. 

Mr.  President,  these  are  facts  that  we 
can  no  longer  ignore  if  we  are  going  to 
make  any  effort  at  all  to  maintain,  pre¬ 
serve,  and  develop  our  highway  system. 

The  chief  executives  of  the  several 
States  and  State  highway  officials  are 
alarmed  and  worried  over  the  rapid  de¬ 
terioration  of  our  highways.  If  we  do 
not  stop  that  deterioration,  those  reduc¬ 
tions  in  appropriations  which  have  been 
suggested  here  today  will,  of  course,  be 
out  of  the  picture  for  a  long  time  to 
come. 

The  American  Association  of  State 
Highway  Officials  in  a  resolution  adopted 
at  its  October  1949  meeting,  declared 
that  the  “ruinous  practice  of  overloading 
our  roads  is  destroying  our  primary  high¬ 
ways  faster  than  we  can  rebuild  or  re¬ 
plan  them.” 

I  say,  Mr.  President,  that  they  are 
being  destroyed  faster  than  we  can  vote 
appropriations  to  replace  them. 
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Mr.  TOBEY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  I  cannot 
yield.  I  do  not  have  time. 

Mr.  Samuel  C.  Hadden,  chairman  of 
the  Indiana  Highway  Commission,  in  a 
speech  delivered  on  July  26, 1949,  said: 

A  greatly  augmented  and  still  increasing 
number  of  heavy  trucks  and  trailers,  operat¬ 
ing  for  long  distances  at  high  speeds,  is  de¬ 
stroying  our  roads  faster  than  we  can  find 
the  money  with  which  to  replace  them. 

N.  E.  Lant,  chief  engineer  of  the  Loui¬ 
siana  Department  of  Highways,  in  an 
article  in  the  December  1949  issue  of 
Louisiana  Highways,  stated : 

Louisiana  limits  its  trucks  to  18,000  pounds 
per  axle,  under  a  recently  enacted  law.  That 
weight  is  just  about  the  top  limit  that  most 
of  our  present  roads  can  bear,  most  engineers 
agree.  It  is  even  possible  that  18,000  pounds 
may  be  too  high. 

The  Illinois  Highway  and  Traffic  Prob¬ 
lems  Commission,  in  its  report  on  a  high¬ 
way-improvement  program  for  Illinois, 
submitted  in  February  1949  to  the  Illi¬ 
nois  General  Assembly,  said: 

The  disastrous  effect  of  excessive  loads  on 
the  highways  is  illustrated  vividly  by  a  test 
section  on  Illinois  route  83  from  United 
States  route  66  south  to  the  Santa  Fe  Rail¬ 
road,  that  has  been  under  observation  by 
the  division  of  highways  for  a  number  of 
years.  This  section  is  a  concrete  pavement 
that  was  built  in  1933.  The  road  regularly 
carries  trucks  heavily  loaded  with  petro¬ 
leum  products  on  its  north-bound  lane  from 
Lockport  and  Lemont  to  Chicago,  these 
trucks  returning  empty  on  the  south-bound 
lane.  Petroleum  trucks  constitute  about  30 
percent  of  the  truck  traffic.  Surveys  made  in 
August  of  1944  and  1945  showed  that  over 
half  of  the  loaded  trucks  on  the  north-bound 
lane  exceeded  both  the  allowable  gross  load 
and  the  axle  load  limit  of  18,000  pounds. 

I  want  Senators  to  listen  to  this.  This 
is  what  happened  on  this  very  test: 

There  have  been  more  structural  failures 
-of  every  type  in  the  northbound  lane  than 
in  the  southbound  lane,  and  in  1944  it  was 
necessary  to  replace  1,400  feet  of  the  north¬ 
bound  lane  as  compared  to  a  replacement 
of  52  feet  of  the  southbound  lane. 

Governor  Duff,  of  Pennsylvania,  gave  a 
specific  example  of  the  damage  that 
these  highway  freighters  are  causing. 
Addressing  the  Governors’  Conference  at 
Colorado  Springs  in  June  1949,  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  said: 

We  have  been  trying  to  find  out  in  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  as  accurately  as  we  can,  what  dam¬ 
age  has  been  done  to  our  highways  by  heavy 
trucks.  Here  is  one  example  that  our  high¬ 
way  department  has  cited  to  me  of  a  promi¬ 
nent  road  that  meets  our  Pennsylvania 
Turnpike. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER..  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Colorado  has 
expired. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  printed  in  the  Record  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  address. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  remainder  of  the  statement  of  Mr. 
Johnson  of  Colorado  is  as  follows: 

The  Governor  of  Pennsylvania  continued: 

“This  road  leads  to  Harrisburg  in  one  di¬ 
rection,  and  to  a  city  by  the  name  of  Car¬ 
lisle  in  the  other.  I  might  say  that  this 
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route,  known  as  route  No.  11,  was  built  at 
one  time,  by  one  contractor,  under  identical 
road  specifications.  As  the  truck  traffic  and 
the  heavy  traffic  from  the  Turnpike  goes 
over  this  highway  toward  Harrisburg,  the 
upkeep  of  the  highway  department  is  $4,900 
per  mile  per  year,  and  on  another  part  of 
the  same  road,  which  has  ordinary  traffic — 
built  at  the  same  time  and  by  the  same  con¬ 
tractor — the  upkeep  is  $350  per  mile  per  year. 
In  other  words,  the  ratio  is  about  16  to  1. 

“On  the  Turnpike  itself,  where  the  heavy 
vehicles  use  the  outside  lane,  the  deteriora¬ 
tion  of  the  Turnpike  on  those  lanes  is 
marked  as  compared  with  the  inside  lanes. 

“On  the  other  end  of  the  Pennsylvania 
Turnpike  as  it  goes  toward  Pittsburgh — to 
show  that  there  was  nothing  strange  about 
the  eastern  extension  where  it  goes  into 
Harrisburg — we  have  the  same  experience 
with  reference  to  deterioration  when  it 
carries  the  immense  traffic  from  the  Turn¬ 
pike. 

“Our  highway  department  is  definitely 
of  the  opinion  that  overloaded  trucks  are 
unqualifiedly  producing  a  major  deteriora¬ 
tion  to  our  highways,  even  the  first-class 
highways.” 

Think  of  it.  Maintenance  costs  of  $4,900 
per  mile  per  year  for  the  portion  of  the  high¬ 
way  that  is  used  by  these  huge  trucks  as 
against  $350  per  mile  per  year  for  that 
part  of  the  road  which  accommodates  normal 
traffic.  There  is  a  limit,  Mr.  President,  to 
what  the  taxpayers  of  the  country  can  en¬ 
dure  in  the  way  of  taxes  to  build  and  main¬ 
tain  highways.  The  Federal  Government 
should  not  continue  to  send  highway  money 
into  those  States  that  have  neglected  or 
failed  to  set  up  some  reasonable  standards 
to  limit  the  axle  loads  of  these  mammoth 
highway  freighters.  The  present  system  with 
its  lack  of  uniformity  is  unfair  to  the  great 
majority  of  States  that  have  realized  the 
danger  and  have  established  the  18,000 
pound  standard,  and  it  is  unfair  to  the  tax¬ 
payers  generally  who  are  footing  the  bill. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  let  me  sum¬ 
marize  the  reasons  why  this  amendment 
should  be  adopted:  It  will  eliminate  State 
barriers  in  the  way  of  conflicting  regula¬ 
tions  on  axle  loads  and  bring  the  14  States 
with  greater  limits  into  line  with  the  34 
States  that  now  have  an  identical  axle  load 
limit,  thus  permitting  free  movement  of 
interstate  commerce  by  motor  vehicle.  It 
will  afford  some  measure  of  protection  for 
existing  highways  and  bridges,  with  lessen¬ 
ed  maintenance  and  replacement  costs.  It 
Will  help  the  States  to  withstand  the  pressure 
and  demands  for  highways  that  would  re¬ 
quire  extremely  expensive  construction  and 
inordinate  maintenance  costs  if  truck  limits 
go  unchecked.  Lastly,  it  will  add  to  the 
public  safety. 

To  those  who  would  say  that  this  is  a  State 
problem  and  that  the  Federal  Government 
should  not  interfere,  I  say  that  interstate 
commerce  is  national  in  concept  and  it  must 
be  treated  as  such,  with  due  regard  for  the 
rights  of  the  several  States.  I  am  convinced 
that  for  the  good  of  all  the  States  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  have  proposed  should  be 
adopted.  As  the  late  Chief  Justice  Stone 
pointed  out  in  his  Fifty  Years  of  Work  of 
the  Supreme  Court: 

“Great  as  is  the  practical  wisdom  exhibited 
in  all  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution,  and 
important  as  were  the  character  and  influ¬ 
ence  of  those  who  secured  its  adoption,  it 
will,  I  believe,  be  the  judgment  of  history 
that  the  commerce  clause  and  the  wise  in¬ 
terpretation  of  it,  perhaps  more  than  any 
other  contributing  element  have  united  to 
bind  the  several  States  into  a  Nation.” 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record  two 
newspaper  articles  dealing  with  the  sub¬ 
ject  under  consideration. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  articles 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Now  Truckers  Battle  Uniform  Load  Laws 
(By  James  Daniel,  Rocky  Mountain  News 
Washington  correspondent) 

Washington,  August  15.— The  trucking  in¬ 
dustry  is  being  offered  something  it  has  cried 
for  for  a  generation. 

And  now  it  doesn’t  want  it. 

Ever  since  highway  truckers  began  to  com¬ 
pete  with  the  railroads  for  the  heavy  traffic 
of  industry,  their  lobbyists  have  called  for 
national  uniformity  in  regard  to  weight  and 
size  regulations. 

Senator  Ed  C.  Johnson  (Democrat,  Colo¬ 
rado)  ,  chairman  of  the  Interstate  and  For¬ 
eign  Commerce  Committee,  now  proposed  to 
give  it  to  them  through  an  amendment  to 
the  pending  $550,000,000  Federal  aid  to  high¬ 
ways  bill. 

It  would  deny  United  States  road  funds  to 
any  State  which  cannot  convince  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  that  it  is  enforcing  a  limit 
of  18,000  pounds  on  every  truck  axle. 

THEY  WANTED  UNIFORMITY 

The  18,000-pound  limitation  was  recom¬ 
mended  prior  to  the  war  by  the  American 
Association  of'State  Highway  Officials. 

And  the  American  Trucking  Association, 
•which  is  Washington  headquarters  for  the 
big  commercial  truck  lines,  has  been  fighting 
it  ever  since. 

Now,  the  truckers  carried  on  during  the 
thirties  and  forties  a  Nation-wide  campaign 
for  uniform  laws,  so  the  same  truck  loaded 
with  the  same  weight  of  goods  could  roll 
from  coast  to  coast  without  getting  in  trou¬ 
ble  with  any  State’s  highway  police. 

Actually,  they  campaigned  for  State  laws 
raising  the  load  limits. 

ONLY  WAY,  JOHNSON  SAYS 

As  a  result,  four  States  now  permit  axle 
loads  of  22,000  pounds,  4,000  pounds  above 
what  the  vast  majority  of  the  Nation’s  high¬ 
ways  are  estimated  to  stand. 

Senator  Johnson  figures  his  amendment 
is  the  only  way  left  to  hold  the  trucks  in 
check,  and  preserve  the  Nation’s  investment 
in  highways.  The  alternative,  he  said  today, 
is  to  build  very  much  more  expensive  high¬ 
ways. 

[From  Transport  Topics,  truckers’  house 
organ,  August  21,  1950] 

Recent  New  Jersey  Truck  Legislation  Draws 
Attack  From  Association  Leader 

New  York— Recent  legislation  adopted  in 
New  Jersey  involving  truck  transportation 
is  sharply  criticized  as  damaging  to  truckers 
and  shippers  in  an  article  by  Barclay  W.  Fox, 
president  of  the  New  Jersey  Motortruck  As¬ 
sociation  and  New  Jersey  vice  president  of 
American  Trucking  Associations,  appearing 
in  the  current  issue  of  Babaco  News,  released 
last  week  by  Babaco  Alarm  Systems  of  New 
York. 

The  new  law,  which  becomes  effective  Jan¬ 
uary  1,  constitutes  a  three-pronged  attack 
on  motor  transportation,  according  to  Mr. 
Fox. 

“It  increases  license  fees  an  average  of  25 
percent,  imposes  severe  axle-weight  limita¬ 
tions,  and  provides  severe  fines  for  overload¬ 
ing  which  compel  many  operators  and  ship¬ 
pers  to  install  expensive  weighing  equip¬ 
ment,”  he  asserts. 

“The  combined  effect  of  these  three  major 
changes  in  the  motor-vehicle  law  will  be  to 
compel  both  public  and  privately  owned  car¬ 
riers  to  make  many  changes  in  their  oper¬ 
ating  programs  that  will  unquestionably  so 
increase  costs  that  they  cannot  be  absorbed 
by  the  industry,  but  eventually  will  have  to 
be  passed  on  in  the  form  of  higher  tariff  and 
delivery  costs,”  is  the  conclusion  of  Mr.  Fox, 
who  is  affiliated"  with  Anchor  Motor  Freight 
Corp. 
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Mr.  Fox  says  the  New  Jersey  action  is  par¬ 
ticularly  unfortunate  coming  as  it  does  Just 
as  the  NJMTA  was  launching  its  new  long- 
range  public-relations  program.  He  said 
this  program  is  continuing  and  will  be  ex¬ 
panded.  Part  of  it  is  a  road  service  designed 
to  check  and  report  irresponsible  or  danger¬ 
ous  driving  practices  and  operate  as  a  self¬ 
policing  machinery  on  the  part  of  truck  oper¬ 
ators.  When  expanded,  this  road-patrol 
service  will  cover  all  major  State  highways, 
two-way  radio  making  it  doubly  effective. 

Exhibit  A 

axle-load  limits  presently  prescribed  by 

STATE  LAWS 

The  18,000-pound  axle-load  limit  is  pre¬ 
scribed  as  the  maximum  in  the  following  34 
States:  Alabama,  Arizona,  Arkansas,  Califor¬ 
nia,  Colorado,  Florida,  Georgia,  Idaho,  Illi¬ 
nois,  Indiana,  Iowa,  Kansas,  Kentucky, 
Louisiana,  Michigan,  Minnesota,  Mississippi, 
Missouri,  Montana,  Nebraska,  Nevada,  New 
Mexico,  North  Carolina,  North  Dakota,  Okla¬ 
homa,  Oregon,  South  Dakota,  Tennessee, 
Texas,  Utah,  Virginia,  Washington,  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  Wyoming. 

West  Virginia  permits  22,000  pounds  on 
major  highways  in  metropolitan  areas. 

One  State,  Vermont,  has  no  statutory  max¬ 
imum  load  limit.  The  remaining  13  States 
have  limits  in  excess  of  18,000  pounds,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  Connecticut,  22,400;  Delaware,  20,000; 
Maine,  22,000;  Maryland,  22,400;  Massachu¬ 
setts,  22,400;  New  Hampshire,  22,000;  New 
Jersey,  22,400;  New  York,  22,400;  Ohio,  19,000; 
Pennsylvania,  20,000;  Rhode  Island,  22,400; 
South  Carolina,  20,000;  Wisconsin,  19,000. 

(The  limit  in  the  District  of  Columbia  is 
22,000  pounds.) 

Mr.  TOBEY.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
ask  the  Senator  from  Colorado  from 
whose  statement  he  was  reading  when 
I  asked  him  to  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President  by 
the  agreement  under  which  we  are  op¬ 
erating  who  has  the  right  to  the  floor? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez], 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
time  to  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
McClellan], 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
gladly  yield  to  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  for  a  question. 

Mr.  TOBEY.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
have  a  question  to  ask.  I  have  a  2-min¬ 
ute  speech  to  deliver,  and  it  is  a  good 
speech. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
asked  me  from  whose  statement  I  was 
reading.  I  will  say  to  the  Senator  it  was 
that  of  N.  E.  Lant,  chief  engineer  of  the 
Louisiana  Department  of  Highways. 

Mr.  TOBEY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  the 
Senator  from  Colorado :  Does  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  realize  that  the  rail¬ 
roads  of  the  country  are  opposed  to  this 
legislation? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  I  do  not 
know  anything  about  that. 

Mr.  TOBEY.  I  am  telling  the  Senator 
they  are,  or  ought  to  be. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  I  have 
not  talked  to  any  representatives  of  the 
railroads  about  it. 

Mr.  TOBEY.  I  am  telling  the  Sena¬ 
tor  they  are  or  ought  to  be. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  I  do  not 
know  anything  about  that. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
decline  to  yield  further  at  this  time. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  How  much  time  re¬ 
mains  for  those  opposed  to  the  amend¬ 
ment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  understands  that  5  minutes  re¬ 
main  to  those  opposed  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  not  familiar  with  the  amendment. 
The  subcommittee  had  nothing  of  this 
character  before  it.  We  have  held  no 
hearings  on  it.  The  matter  was  not  pre¬ 
sented,  and  therefore  the  committee  is 
hardly  in  a  position  to  judge.  Some 
Senators  of  their  own  personal  knowl¬ 
edge  may  know  enough  about  the  sub¬ 
ject  to  pass  on  its  merits. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  for  a  question  or 
a  brief  statement? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Yes. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  know  that  during 
the  war — I  happen  to  know  it  because 
I  was  on  the  executive  committee  of 
the  Governors’  Conference — all  48 
States  got  together  and  presented  an 
agreement  respecting  load  limits  to  the 
Federal  Government,  as  a  result  of 
which  there  was  no  stoppage  of  the 
Army  trucks,  no  stoppage  of  Federal 
military  trucks  because  of  the  different 
weight  limits  and  the  different  regula¬ 
tions  in  the  various  States?  That  action 
was  taken  by  the  48  States,  without  any 
action  on  the  part  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  It  was  done  through  coop¬ 
eration,  with  the  idea  of  getting  to¬ 
gether  on  this  problem.  Is  that  not  the 
way  to  do  it,  rather  than  to  have  the 
Federal  Government  dictate  to  the 
States? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  probably  is 
true. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  sorry  I  can¬ 
not  yield  because  of  the  limitation  of 
time.  I  will  read  a  telegram,  and  give 
as  much  information  as  I  have  to  give 
respecting  the  subject  matter.  The  tele¬ 
gram  is  addressed  to  me  under  date  of 
August  22,  1950,  as  follows: 

Washington,  D.  C.,  August  22,  1950. 
Hon.  John  L.  McClellan, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Re  Senator  Johnson,  Colorado,  amend¬ 
ment  H.  R.  7941,  Federal-aid  road  bill  limit¬ 
ing  axle  load  18,000  pounds  all  Federal-aid 
roads,  urge  you  oppose  on  grounds  more  tban 
dozen  States  have  permitted  by  law  some¬ 
what  greater  axle  loads  and  present  vehicles 
operating  have  been  designed  to  operate  law¬ 
fully.  This  amendment  gives  no  grandfather 
right  and  this  equipment  must  be  operated 
-  at  reduced  efficiency  if  at  all  with  resultant 
depriving  owners  of  return  on  their  invest¬ 
ment  made  under  existing  law  but  of  greater 
importance  is  fact  these  States  mainly  in 
Northeast  where  bulk  of  Nation’s  industrial 
capacity  vital  to  defense  production  in  pres¬ 
ent  precarious  international  situation  is  lo¬ 
cated.  They  will  have  truck  transport  ca¬ 
pacity  reduced  when  vitally  needed.  No 
broad  hearings  have  been  held  on  this 
amendment.  Roads  Commissioner  MacDon¬ 
ald  testified  under  resolution  50,  Senate  In¬ 
terstate  Commerce  Committee,  giving  opin¬ 
ions  based  tests  made  dates  road  Illinois  and 
Ai-lington  Farms  29  years  ago  with  World  War 


I  Packard  Army  trucks  with  solid  tires. 
Meanwhile  States  now  undertaking  new  tests 
spending  $500,000,  half  Federal  money.  See 
my  statement  sent  you  last  week.  Mac¬ 
Donald  testified  recent  meeting  State  gov¬ 
ernors  council.  White  Sulphur  Springs, 
adopted  his  recommendation  in  report  sub¬ 
mitted  by  their  staff.  This  is  gross  misstate¬ 
ment  as  governors  did  not  adopt  report  but 
referred  to  separate  States  for  study. 

John  V.  Lawrence, 
American  Trucking  Associations. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire.  First, 
however,  I  wish  to  say  that  if  this 
amendment  is  adopted,  it  will  simply 
have  to  be  studied  in  conference.  I  do 
not  know  whether  the  amendment  will 
be  the  best  thing  or  the  wise  thing  in 
regard  to  the  highways. 

Now  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire. 

Mr.  TOBEY.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
take  only  a  minute. 

This  amendment  is  unreasonable,  Mr. 
President.  We  favor  the  position  of  the 
American  Highway  Association.  The 
Senate  should  let  this  matter  be  handled 
on  the  basis  of  the  maximum  gross 
weight  for  highway  use.  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  has  a  limit  of  22,000  pounds  per 
axle,  and  New  Hampshire  has  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  right  to  do  anything  tiiat 
is  needed  for  its  roads. 

So,  Mr.  President,  we  should  permit 
each  State  to  stand  on  its  own  feet  in 
this  connection.  We  should  not  permit 
this  matter  to  be  regulated  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  Let  the  States  exer¬ 
cise  the  power  to  regulate  this  matter  in 
accordance  with  their  own  best  judg¬ 
ment.  That  is  what  we  in  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  and  what  all  those  in  New  England 
wish  to  have  done.  Let  the  rest  of  the 
country  follow  New  England  and  act 
accordingly. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  inserted  at  this  point  in 
the  Record  a  telegram  and  a  letter  which 
hear  on  these  matters. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  telegram- 
and  letter  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Manchester,  N.  H., 

August  19,  1950. 
Senator  Charles  W.  Tobey, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Your  urgent  study  of  Johnson  amendment 
to  H.  R.  7941,  Senate  consideration  Tuesday, 
requested.  Eighteen  thousand  pounds  axle 
limitation  at  this  time  would  be  an  un¬ 
reasonable  and  dangerous  deterrent  to  over¬ 
land  transportation.  All  New  England  car¬ 
riers  by  State  laws  axe  geared  to  higher  axle 
loads.  Your  opposition  to  the  Johnson 
amendment  is  imperative  to  New  England 
economy  and  emergency  effort. 

New  Hampshire  Truck  Owners  • 
Association. 


New  Hampshire  Truck 
Owners’  Association,  Inc., 
Manchester ,  N.  H.,  August  21,  1950. 
Charles  W.  Tobey, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator:  Reference  is  made  to  our 
recent  telegram  in  the  matter  of  Senate  con¬ 
sideration  of  H.  R.  7941,  and  specifically  the 
Johnson  amendment  (Senator  Ed  Johnson 
of  Colorado). 

Your  -attention  is  called  to  the  evidence 
submitted  to  you  by  the  American  Trucking 


Associations  on  the  subject,  and  particularly 
the  direct  impact  of  the  Johnson  amend¬ 
ment  on  the  New  England  States,  including 
New  Hampshire. 

It  is  to  be  remembered  that  States  with  an 
18,000-pound  axle  limitation  invariably  per¬ 
mit  longer  vehicles  with  multiple  axles  and  a 
resultant  greater  gross  load. 

Relatively  short  over-all  lengths  are  a  me¬ 
chanical  necessity  in  New  England,  due  to 
congestion  in  our  cities  and  because  of  anti¬ 
quated  loading  facilities  at  shipping  points. 

It  would  appear  that  even  in  normal  times 
the  Johnson  amendment  would  impose  an 
economic  hardship  on  New  England.  Today, 
when  we  are  faced  with  a  serious  emergency, 
it  most  emphatically  appears  that  Senator 
Johnson  has  been  ill-advised  and  the 
amendment  calls  for  your  most  exacting 
scrutiny. 

We  have  not  forgotten  the  many  unneces¬ 
sary  and  utterly  nonsensical  restrictions  that 
were  placed  on  this  industry  in  World  War  II. 

We  urgently  suggest  that  motor  trans¬ 
portation  be  not  hampered  in  the  present 
emergency. 

Very  truly  yours, 

New  Hampshire  Truck  Owners’ 
Association,  Inc., 

A.  J.  Staby,  Secretary-Manager. 

Several  Senators  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President, 
what  kind  of  record  is  being  made 
here?  Senators  must  proceed  one  at  a 
time. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender] 
and  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Myers]  be  permitted  to  make  in¬ 
sertions  in  the  Record  at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
in  full  agreement  with  the  statement 
made  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Tobey]  that  this 
matter  should  be  left  to  the  States.  I 
am  opposed  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  President,  in  this  connection,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  letter  ad¬ 
dressed  to  my  by  James  P.  Babington, 
secretary-manager  of  the  Louisiana 
Motor  Transport  Association,  at  Baton 
Rouge,  La.,  under  date  of  August  21, 
1950,  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Louisiana  Motor  Transport 
Association,  Inc., 
Baton  Rouge,  La.,  August  21,  1950. 
Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

United  States  Senator, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator:  Senator  Johnson  of  Colo¬ 
rado  has  filed  an  amendment  to  H.  R.  7941, 
the  Federal  aid  road  biU,  now  pending  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate.  The  amendment  provides 
that  Federal  aid  be  denied  any  State,  Ter¬ 
ritory,  county  or  parish,  or  municipality  for 
-construction,  improvements  or  maintenance 
of  any  highway  on  which  axle  loads  of  more 
than  18,000  pounds  are  permitted. 

I  understand  this  bill  has  already  passed 
the  House  and  will  come  before  the  Senate 
very  shortly. 

Louisiana  authorizes  16,000  pounds  on  all 
tandem  axles,  and  18,000  pounds  on  single 
axles.  This,  of  course,  is  gross  weight.  The 
total  gross  weight  on  any  trailer  shall  In 
no  event  exceed  36,000  pounds,  regardless  of 
the  number  of  axles  under  it.  Nor  shall  the 
total  gross  weight  on  the  rear  or  loaded 
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carrying  axles  on  a  truck  or  semitrailer  ex¬ 
ceed  18,000  pounds  in  any  event;  nor  shall 
in  any  event  the  total  gross  weight  on  the 
rear  or  load  carrying  axle  of  a  tandem  truck 
semi-trailer  exceed  32,000  pounds  where  the 
axles  are  less  than  8  feet  apart,  nor  exceed 
36,000  pounds  where  they  are  more  than  8 
feet  apart. 

Louisiana  does,  however,  permit  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  an  overload  permit  up  to  24,000 
pounds  per  axle,  this  is  done  so  a  truck  op¬ 
erator  can  move  equipment  such  as  drag 
lines,  bull  dozers,  oil  field  drillings  rigs, 
boilers,  and  other  heavy  equipment  used 
in  road  construction  work,  etc. 

Any  type  of  legislation  that  would  inter¬ 
fere  with  the  movement  by  truck  of  the 
type  equipment  just  mentioned,  would  cer¬ 
tainly  curtail,  even  shut  down  entirely  the 
discovery,  development,  and  productions  of 
natural  gas  and  petroleum  within  the  State 
of  Louisiana.  You,  of  course,  know  that  our 
great  State  depends  largely  on  these  na¬ 
tural  resources  for  revenue. 

I  might  mention  that  the  railroads  have 
never  and  cannot  render  the  type  of  service 
required  for  this  heavy  equipment.  Even 
though  they  might  be  sponsoring  this 
amendment,  in  the  same  manner  as  they 
do  with  respect  to  any  legislation  which 
might  affect  truck  and  water  service,  even 
though  they  cannot  perform  this  service 
themselves. 

The  Louisiana  Motor  Transport  Associa¬ 
tion,  representing  approximately  100,000 
trucks  in  Louisiana,  urges  your  serious  con¬ 
sideration  with  reference  to  this  amend¬ 
ment  and  ask  that  you  vigorously  support 
the  defeat  of  this  amendment. 

Thanking  you  for  the  courtesies  extended 
in  the  past,  I  remain, 

Yours  very  truly, 

James  P.  Babington-, 

Secretary-Manager. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
now  read  the  list  of  States  which 
have - 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident — 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order.  The  Official 
Reporter  is  unable  to  hear  when  several 
Senators  insist  upon  speaking  at  the 
same  time. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  what 
time  is  available? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
on  the  amendment  has  expired. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania  be  permitted  to 
make  an  insertion  in  the  Record  at  this 
time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Mr.  President,  I  desire 
to  place  in  the  Record  a  list  of  the  names 
of  the  States  which  now  permit  an  axle 
limit  in  excess  of  the  18,000-pound  limit 
provided  in  the  pending  amendment. 
Those  States  are  Connecticut,  Delaware, 
the  District  of  Columbia,  Maine,  Mary¬ 
land,  Massachusetts,  New  Hamp¬ 
shire — 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
mind  having  insertions  made  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  but  I  should  like  to  yield  to  my  col¬ 
league  for  at  least  10  seconds. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Massachusetts  is.  also 
included  in  the  list,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  matter  referred  to  will  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 


Mr.  MYERS.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
not  finished  reading  the  list,  and  I  have 
the  floor. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
President,  a  point  of  order;  I  have  al¬ 
ready  placed  in  the  Record  the  identical 
material  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
now  is  attempting  to  read  into  the  Rec¬ 
ord.  That  material  was  placed  in  the 
Record  a  few  minutes  ago. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  all  this 
is  happening  in  time  which  should  be 
devoted  to  something  else. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Mr.  President,  the  time 
available  on  the  amendment  has  expired, 
and  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  obtained 
unanimous  consent  for  me  to  read  this 
material  into  the  Record,  after  the  time 
on  the  amendment  had  expired. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Oh,  no;  the  consent 
which  was  obtained  was  that  the  matter 
referred  to  be  placed  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  President,  how  much  time  is  avail¬ 
able? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
on  the  amendment  has  expired. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  is  recognized. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  be  al¬ 
lowed  to  proceed  for  1  minute,  and  dur¬ 
ing  that  minute  I  will  state  the  reason 
why  I  make  the  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  has  recognized  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico,  but  will  recognize  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  thereafter. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may  be  ab¬ 
sent  from  the  session  for  the  remainder 
of  this  afternoon  and  for  the  remainder 
of  this  week. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  consent  is  granted. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  proceed  for  1  minute  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  I  should  like  to. 
finish  reading  the  names  I  was  endeavor¬ 
ing  to  state.  I  was  about  half  way 
through  the  list,  and  then  I  was  taken 
off  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  the 
Senator  wishes  to  ask  unanimous  consent 
for  the  purpose  he  has  stated,  he  may 
make  such  a  request. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  reads  the 
names  and  also  obtains  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  the  list  of  names  placed  in 
the  Record,  they  will  appear  twice  in  the 
Record.  Certainly  that  is  unnecessary. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  making  a 
unanimous-consent  request? 

Mr.  MYERS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  read  the 
list  of  the  names  of  the  States  which 
come  in  the  category  to  which  I  was  re¬ 
ferring. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  let  us 
understand  what  the  situation  will  be 
from  now  on.  I  can  be  just  as  patient  as 


anyone  else  can  be,  but  I  do  not  like  to 
have  my  patience  abused.  From  now  on 
I  shall  object,  even  if  my  good  friend 
requests  unanimous  consent  for  some 
purpose  which  would  be  of  assistance  in 
connection  with  his  reelection. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
inquire  whether  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  objects  to  the  request  I  have 
made. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  not  objecting 
now,  but  I  should  like  to  have  the  Senate 
complete  action  on  this  bill,  instead  of 
having  Senators  take  time  to  advertise 
something. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  let  me  say 
I  shall  not  object  to  the  request  for 
unanimous  consent,  as  submitted  by  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania,  provided 
that  1  minute  is  allowed  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota. 

Thereafter,  if  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  will  insist  on  the  maintenance  of 
the  position  he  has  stated,  I  shall  sup¬ 
port  him  in  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  so  request? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Yes,  in  behalf  of  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  an  extra  minute  is  being  al¬ 
lowed  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania, 
to  permit  him  to  insert  certain  names 
into  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  « 

At  this  time  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  may  proceed  for  not  more  than 
1  minute. 

Mr.  MYERS.  Mr.  President,  let  me  ad¬ 
vise  the  official  reporter  that  I  am  com¬ 
pleting  reading  the  list  of  the  names  of 
the  States  which  now  permit  an  axle 
load  in  excess  of  18,000  pounds.  Those 
States  are  as  follows :  Connecticut,  Dela¬ 
ware,  the  District  of  Columbia,  Maine, 
Maryland,  Massachusetts,  New  Hamp¬ 
shire,  New  Jersey,  New  York,  Ohio,  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  Rhode  Island,  South  Carolina, 
Vermont,  and  Wisconsin — in  all,  14 
States  and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  In  ac¬ 
cordance  with  unanimous  consent  previ¬ 
ously  given,  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
is  recognized  for  1  minute. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  this  after¬ 
noon,  at  about  2  o’clock,  I  received  a 
telephone  call  from  the  Northwest,  in¬ 
forming  me  that  in  the  Northwest  it  is 
impossible  to  obtain  sufficient  grain  box¬ 
cars  on  either  of  the  railroads  going  into 
the  Northwestern  States  of  the  Dakotas, 
Montana,  and  western  Minnesota.  I 
communicated  with  Colonel  Johnson, 
chairman  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission,  and  also  with  Mr.  King,  of 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission. 
Of  course,  Colonel  Johnson  was  in  charge 
of  transportation  during  the  war  years. 

Colonel  Johnson  informs  me  that  at 
no  time  during  World  War  II  was  there 
so  great  a  shortage  of  boxcars  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  movement  of  grain  as 
the  shortage  which  exists  at  the  present 
time,  and  he  also  informs  me  that  he  can 
see  no  relief  in  sight  in  the  immediate 
future,  or  even  during  the  present  year, 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  more  boxcars 
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are  being  taken  out  of  service  than  are 
coming  into  service. 

Mr.  President,  in  view  of  the  shortage 
of  boxcars  and  the  fact  that  grain  is 
being  dumped  on  the  ground  in  the 
Northwest  at  the  present  time,  where  un¬ 
doubtedly  the  grain  will  spoil,  it  is  ob¬ 
vious  that  it  is  not  possible  to  impose  a 
limit  on  the  loads  of  trucks  using  the 
highways,  because  if  in  that  way  we  re¬ 
strict  the  movement  of  freight  by  truck, 
we  shall  throw  a  greater  burden  on  the 
railroads,  but  the  railroads  are  not  now 
equipped  to  moveLeither  all  the  freight 
or  all  the  grain  which  they  are  being 
asked  to  move. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  say  that  if  we 
impose  such  a  restriction  in  regard  to 
truck  axle  loads,  we  shall  create  a  dif¬ 
ficulty  even  greater  than  the  one  now 
confronting  us. 

I  thank  the  Senate  for  hearing  me. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr. 
Johnson]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
on  behalf  of  my  colleague  [Mr.  Lodge] 
and  myself,  I  offer  the  amendment  iden¬ 
tified  as  “8-3-50 — B,”  and  ask  that  it  be 
stQftsd 

The’  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  21,  begin¬ 
ning  in  line  19  with  the  word  “approved”, 
it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  through  the 
word  “Roads”  in  line  20  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following:  “which  meet 
the  standards  required  under  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Highway  Act  at  the  time  such 
facility  is  constructed.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
this  is  an  amendment  on  page  21,  line 
19.  It  is  a  very  simple  amendment.  At 
the  present  time  the  States  cannot  ob¬ 
tain  funds  or  contributions  from  the 
Federal  Government  unless  their  roads 
meet  the  specifications  of  the  Federal 
Government.  The  bill  as  it  is  now  draft¬ 
ed  would  require  approval  by  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Public  Roads  in  advance  of 
construction.  I  am  informed  by  the 
commission  of  public  works  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts  that  the  Federal  Government 
contributes  toward  extending  the  sec¬ 
tions  of  our  State  roads,  and  that  it  re¬ 
quires  from  1  to  3  years  to  obtain  the 
necessary  permit.  If  permission  were  re¬ 
quired  in  advance,  then  we  should  have 
to  hold  up  for  a  period  of  anywhere 
from  1  to  3  years  construction  of  some 
roads,  portions  of  which  are  to  be  built 
by  the  State.  That  would  delay  the  con¬ 
struction  of  an  entire  new  section  of 
highway. 

We  are  perfectly  agreeable  to  having 
the  Federal  Government  set  standards 
and  to  comply  with  such  standards,  as 
required  by  the  present  law;  but  we  hope 
the  law  will  not  be  changed  to  require 
approval  in  advance. 

So  I  trust  this  very  simple  amendment 
will  be  adopted.  It  will  not  be  detri¬ 
mental  to  the  Federal  system  in  any 
way,  and  it  will  facilitate  the  building 
of  roads  in  the  States,  a  thing  which  we 
all  want. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
I  wish  to  call  up  my  amendment  8—18— 


50 — S,  as  a  substitute  for  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Let  me  first  an¬ 
swer  the  argument  of  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  in  order  that  we  may 
preserve  the  proper  proportion  of  time. 
If  a  substitute  is  permitted  to  be  offered 
now,  we  would  be  entitled  to  5  minutes 
also  on  the  substitute.  For  the  moment, 
therefore,  I  desire  to  proceed  for  5  min¬ 
utes  in  opposition  to  the  original  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Arkansas  is  recognized. 
The  Senator  from  New  Jersey  may  offer 
his  amendment  later. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  this 
bill  provides,  with  reference  to  the  bond 
provision,  that  when  any  State  or  county 
issues  bonds,  and  so  forth,  Federal-aid 
funds  may  be  used  to  retire  such  bonds. 
It  then  says : 

Provided,  That  payment  of  Federal  funds 
on  the  principal  indebtedness  of  such  bonds 
shall  be  made  only  on  account  of  any  such 
facility  that  is  constructed  in  accordance 
with  plans  and  specifications  approved  in  ad¬ 
vance  of  construction  by  the  Commissioner 
of  Public  Roads. 

Unless  we  are  simply  going  to  remove 
all  supervision,  control,  and  restriction 
with  reference  to  these  Federal  funds,  I 
think  the  provision  should  be  retained 
in  the  bill.  As  I  understand  the  amend¬ 
ment,  it  is  desired  to  change  it  a  little, 
by  saying,  “which  meet  the  standards  re¬ 
quired  under  the  Federal  Highway  Act 
at  the  time  such  facility  is  constructed.” 
The  bill  presently  requires  that  payment 
of  Federal  funds  be  made  only  on  ac¬ 
count  of  such  facility,  if  it  is  constructed 
in  accordance  with  the  plans  approved. 
In  other  words,  if  Federal  aid  is  desired, 
it  is  necessary  to  obtain  approval  before 
construction.  We  certainly  do  not  want 
to  open  up  the  back  door  to  Federal 
funds  by  permitting  the  construction  of 
roads  which  do  not  have  Federal  ap¬ 
proval. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  As  I  understand, 
my  amendment  merely  proposes  to  re¬ 
turn  to  the  present  provision  of  the  law. 
It  does  not  propose  a  change  in  the  pres¬ 
ent  law,  which  provides  that  a  State 
shall  not  receive  payments  unless  the 
road  complies  with  the  Federal  require¬ 
ments. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Is  the  Senator  try¬ 
ing  to  make  it  applicable  retroactively, 
that  is,  to  make  it  apply  to  roads  con¬ 
structed  in  the  past,  on  which  bonds  have 
been  issued?  This  provision  of  the  bill 
simply  provides  that  in  the  future,  if  the 
Federal-aid  money  is  expected  to  be  used 
for  the  retirement  of  bonds,  the  con¬ 
struction  must  be  approved  by  the  engi¬ 
neers  and  must  be  in  accordance  with 
plans. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr  McCLELLAN.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  am  informed 
by  the  Public  Works  Commission  of  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  that  the  approval  sometimes 
takes  from  1  to  3  years.  There  may  be 
a  section  of  road  as  to  which  we  have 
Federal  funds,  and  there  will  be  another 


section  where  we  have  only  State  funds. 
We  want  to  be  in  a  position  to  go  ahead. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  Senator  is  mis¬ 
informed,  because  no  Federal-aid  high¬ 
ways  or  roads  are  constructed  with  Fed¬ 
eral  money  unless  the  plans  are  approved 
in  advance.  A  road  may  be  constructed 
with  State  money,  allocated  to  the  par¬ 
ticular  road,  but  if  Federal  aid  is  desired, 
the  plans  must  be  submitted  by  the  high¬ 
way  department  of  the  State,  and  ap¬ 
proved  in  advance.  That  is  all  the  bill 
would  require. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Under  the  pres¬ 
ent  law  a  State  cannot  obtain  any  funds 
unless  the  road  meets  the  specifications. 
In  other  words,  the  State  lays  down  its 
own  specifications.  If  those  specifica¬ 
tions  do  not  meet  the  Federal  require¬ 
ments,  then  the  State  cannot  get  the 
money.  If  they  do  meet  the  Federal 
requirements,  the  State  can  get  the 
money.  All  we  want  to  do  is  to  be  able 
to  go  ahead. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  exactly 
what  this  provides  for,  in  my  opinion. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  No;  because  at 
the  present  time  no  roads  can  be  built 
until  the  plans  have  been  approved  in 
advance  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Roads. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  correct. 
That  is  the  way  we  operate  now  on  all 
the  systems.  Federal-aid  highway  money 
is  not  obtainable  on  any  project  until 
the  plans  are  submitted  and  approved 
and  the  allocation  made.  Money  is  not 
even  allocated  to  any  particular  road 
project  until  the  plans  have  been  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  State  highway  department 
and  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads.  Let  us  keep  it  that  way,  for  this 
and  all  other  purposes. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
I  now  desire  to  call  up  my  amendment 
S,  which  is  in  the  nature  of  a  substi¬ 
tute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  Beginning 
on  page  21,  line  3,  it  is  proposed  to  strike 
out  through  page  22,  line  5. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  as  a 
substitute  for  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  proposes  to 
strike  out  all  of  paragraph  (c),  does  it 
not? 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  That  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  President,  the  purpose  of  this 
amendment  is  to  strike  out  in  toto 
subsection  (c)  of  section  5  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment.  This  provision,  as 
approved  by  the  committee,  allows  the 
States  to  accept  Federal-aid  road  funds 
for  the  purpose  of  retiring .  bonded  in¬ 
debtedness  incurred  by  them  for  the 
construction  of  federally  approved  road 
projects.  To  my  mind,  this  section  of 
FI.  R.  7941  not  only  permits,  but  even 
encourages  profligate  State  and  local 
borrowing  for  the  purpose  of  highway 
construction  and  holds  out  an  implied 
Federal  promise  to  dole  out  moneys  to 
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them  in  the  future.  While  I  recognize 
that  this  subsection  specifically  states 
that  it  “shall  not  be  construed  as  a  com¬ 
mitment  or  obligation  on  the  part  of  the 
United  States,’’  I  submit  that  actions 
speak  louder  than  words  and  the  net  ef¬ 
fect  of  this  provision  will  be  as  I  have 
described  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  not  alone  in  this 
belief.  In  his  testimony  before  the 
committee  on  S.  3424,  Elmer  B.  Staats, 
Assistant  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Eudget,  said: 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  believes  that 
this  provision  raises  serious  problems. 
*  *  *  The  highway  program  is,  of  neces¬ 

sity,  a  continuing  one  which  will  require  a 
sustained  level  of  expenditures  for  many 
years  to  come.  The  use  of  Federal  funds  to 
retire  highway  bonds  would  have  a  double 
effect.  On  the  one  hand,  it  would  permit 
States  to  increase  at  this  time  their  con¬ 
struction  program  to  meet  current  highway 
needs.  On  the  other  hand,  unless  increased 
Federal  funds  were  made  available  at  a  fu¬ 
ture  date,  this  provision  could  seriously 
hamper  the  ability  of  States  to  meet  their 
actual  construction  needs  in  the  future, 
since  Federal-aid  funds  at  that  time  would 
be  used  for  retiring  bonds  rather  than  for 
actual  construction. 

Mr.  Staats  continued: 

This  provision  also  could  be  interpreted  as 
an  implied  commitment  on  the  part  of  the 
Federal  Government  to  maintain  future 
Federal  highway  aid  at  a  level  adequate  to 
assure  the  retirement  of  bond  issues. 

Mr.  President,  Mr.  Albert  S.  Goss, 
master  of  the  National  Grange,  also  ap¬ 
peared  to  oppose  this  provision  for  three 
separate  reasons :  First,  because  it  would 
encourage  the  States  to  issue  bonds  on 
the  dangerous  assumption  that  Federal 
funds  will  be  forthcoming;  second,  be¬ 
cause  it  would  guarantee  a  tremendous 
annual  or  biannual  pressure  drive  on 
Congress  by  the  States  to  maintain  a 
high  level  of  Federal-aid  funds  to  safe¬ 
guard  their  obligations ;  and  last,  because 
a  pay-as-you-go  course  is  the  only  safe 
one  in  this  field  where  so  much  yet  re¬ 
mains  to  be  learned. 

While  the  State  highway  department 
in  my  own  State  of  New  Jersey  does  not 
oppose  this  provision,  there  is  a  definite 
feeling  that  only  the  most  careful  use 
of  this  provision  should  be  made  by  any 
State  lest  they  completely  foreclose  fu¬ 
ture  construction  by  committing  them¬ 
selves  in  advance  under  this  section  of 
H.  R.  7941. 

Incidentally,  the  leading  claim  made 
in  support  of  this  provision  is  that  it  will 
speed  up  the  construction  of  vitally 
needed  highways.  With  that  object,  Mr. 
President,  I  am  in  full  accord,  but  I  feel 
that  there  is  an  easier  solution  to  this 
problem  if  speed  and  haste  are  desired. 

I  would  eliminate  the  extension  provi¬ 
sions  in  this  subsection  and  throughout 
the  bill  which  require  that  all  State 
plans  for  highway  construction  must  be 
approved  in  detail  in  advance  by  the 
Federal  Bureau  of  Public  Roads.  All  of 
us  who  have  been  active  in  State  affairs 
remember  the  long  and  costly  delays  in 
our  State  plans  while  awaiting  Federal 
approval.  On  this  matter,  however,  my 
esteemed  colleague  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Saltonstall]  has  already  spoken. 


Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  I  gladly  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Does  not  the 
Senator  agree  with  me  entirely  that  un¬ 
der  the  present  law,  whether  it  be  a  bond 
issue  or  cash  that  is  involved,  the  State 
goes  ahead  with  its  specifications,  and 
if  those  specifications  are  lived  up  to, 
it  receives  the  money,  and  if  they  are  not 
lived  up  to,  it  does  not  get  the  money? 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mir.  President,  I  strongly  urge  the 
adoption  of  my  amendment. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  State  or 
municipality  have  to  have  its  construc¬ 
tion  approved  in  advance,  or  does  it  build 
the  highways,  and  then  if  they  meet  the 
Federal  specifications,  use  the  money  to 
retire  the  bonds? 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  I  think  it  could 
operate  either  way. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  They  now  have  to  get 
the  construction  approved  in  advance  of 
receiving  the  money? 

Mr.  PIENDRICKSON.  That  is  what  I 
understand. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  And  the  Senator 
wants  to  keep  it  that  way? 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Yes.  I  do  not 
want  to  allow  a  new  provision  to  become 
law  which  will  encourage  States  to  bor¬ 
row  more  and  more  money. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator’s  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
is  no  time  to  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  this 
was  a  substitute  amendment,  and  the 
mover  has  used  his  5  minutes.  DoesTiot 
the  opposition  receive  5  minutes  in 
which  to  reply? 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  'Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  1  minute  in  order  that 
I  may  speak  in  opposition  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  offered  an 
amendment  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  That  is  correct. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  And  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey  proposed  to 
strike  the  portion  of  the  bill  to  which 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  applied.  The  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
takes  precedence  over  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
not  a  question  of  which  takes  precedence. 
The  question  is  whether  it  permits  two 
arguments  for  the  proponents  of  the 
amendment,  and  we  have  5  minutes  to 
oppose  the  substitute  amendment. 

- 1  yield  1  minute  to  the  Senator  from 
Michigan. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President.  I 
should  like  to  give  my  judgment  on  this 
question.  The  city  of  Detroit,  the  city 
of  Grand  Rapids,  and  other  cities  need 
access  highways.  If  Senators  could 
come  to  the  city  of  Detroit  today  they 
would  see  that  the  city  is  attempting  to 
build  access  highways  at  the  rate  of  one 


mile  a  year.  In  other  words,  we  dig 
holes  in  the  ground  and  are  unable  to 
construct  the  road  because  we  can  not 
get  enough  money.  If  we  can  submit 
our  plans  in  advance  and  have  them 
passed  on,  we  can  use  the  money  as  it 
comes  in  the  regular  course  of  business, 
and  can  build  highways.  In  case  of  an 
atomic-bomb  attack,  unless  we  have  ac¬ 
cess  highways  in  cities  like  Detroit,  the 
people  will  not  be  able  to  get  out  and 
there  will  be  a  great  calamity  because  of 
the  lack  of  access  highways.  It  would 
take  us  14  years  to  build  a  14-mile  high¬ 
way,  whereas,  under  the  bill,  we  can  do 
it  in  3  years,  and  the  United  States  Gov¬ 
ernment  will  not  be  committed  to  the 
expenditure  of  one  dollar,  because  the 
bill  provides  specifically  that  it  shall  not 
be  construed  as  a  commitment  or  an 
obligation  on  the  part  of  the  United 
States  to  provide  the  funds. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
was  very  reluctant  to  support  this  pro¬ 
vision  in  the  bill  during  the  course  of 
the  committee’s  consideration  of  it,  but 
I  became  convinced  that  there  were 
many  areas,  particularly  in  urban  local¬ 
ities,  where  this  provision  would  enable 
them  to  do  their  construction  immedi¬ 
ately  by  issuing  bonds,  whereas  those 
projects  can  hardly  be  constructed  on  a 
piecemeal  basis.  That  is  the  problem 
before  us.  It  enables  the  States  to 
pledge  their  funds  and  have  money  to 
match  Federal  funds  and  carry  on  their 
programs. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  am  wondering  if  it 
would  be  possible  for  a  State  administra¬ 
tion  to  spend  highway  money  or  tie  it 
up. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  They  cannot  tie 
up  Federal  funds,  but  the  administration 
would  not  have  to  apply  the  funds. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Under  some  circum¬ 
stances  they  might  have  to. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  do  not  mean  by 
compulsion  of  law.  I  should  hate  to  see 
the  first  amendment  prevail,  because  the 
fact  that  the  Federal  Government  is  pro¬ 
viding  a  part  of  the  money  should  make 
no  more  difference  s'1  far  as  concerns 
approving  the  projects  and  paying  the 
money  than  in  the  case  of  the  other  high¬ 
way  programs. 

I  earnestly  insist,  Mr.  President,  that 
the  first  amendment  submitted  by  the 
able  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Saltonstall]  be  defeated,  and  certainly, 
if  he  wants  this  particular  character  of 
construction  in  urban  areas,  which  need 
to  issue  bonds,  we  should  defeat  the  sub¬ 
stitute  amendment.  I  hope  both  amend¬ 
ments  will  be  defeated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  Saltonstall],  [Putting 
the  question.]  The  “noes”  seem  to 
have  it. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  for  a  division. 

On  a  division,  the  amendment  was 
1*0  j  ected 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  recurs  on  agreeing  to  the 


No.  161 


-5 


13178 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


August  22 


amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Hendrickson].  [Putting  the 
question.]  The  “noes”  seem  to  have  it. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  for  a  division. 

On  a  division,  the  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
the  amendment  which  I  send  to  the  desk 
and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  North  Carolina. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  17, 
line  24,  beginning  with  the  colon,  it  is 
proposed  to  strike  out  down  through 
“Secretary  of  Commerce”  on  page  18, 
line  12. 

On  page  18,  line  17,  to  strike  out 
“$13,000,000”  and  insert  “$16,000,000”; 
and  in  line  18,  commencing  with  the 
colon,  to  strike  out  down  through  “Pro¬ 
vided  further’’  in  line  4  on  page  19,  and 
insert  “Provided.” 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  would  accomplish,  as  we  see 
it,  three  desirable  objectives.  First,  it 
would  eliminate  the  provision  for  dual 
administration  of  parkway  projects  by 
the  Interior  Department  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce.  It  would  keep 
the  administration  of  such  projects  in 
the  Interior  Department  where  such 
projects  have  always  been.  Such  con¬ 
centration  of  responsibility  is  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  plan  No.  3,  providing  for  the 
reorganization  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior.  The  Department  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior  has  long  experience  and  first-hand 
knowledge  regarding  park  and  parkway 
projects  which  have  to  be  integrated 
with  other  developments,  such  as  road 
construction,  recreation  grounds,  camp 
areas,  and  other  public  uses  which  are 
part  of  the  master  plan  for  each  park¬ 
way  and  park  area.  These  are  related 
to  the  scenic  and  scientific  resources 
which  the  law  makes  the  responsibility 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
maintain. 

The  amendment  would  keep  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  where  it  has  historically  and 
legally  long  belonged — under  the  single 
and  unified  direction  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  won¬ 
der  if  the  Senator  from  North  Carolina 
would  be  willing  to  divide  his  amend¬ 
ment  into  two  parts.  One  would  change 
the  control  from  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  to  the  Interior  Department;  the 
other  part  is  a  question  of  appropriation. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  In  view  of  the  action 
of  the  Senate  this  afternoon,  I  should 
be  willing  to  take  to  conference  that  part 
of  the  amendment  that  would  follow  the 
idea  of  the  Senator  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  to  leave  the  matter  within  the 
Department  of  the  Interior. 

I  do  not  know  whether  I  would  be  will¬ 
ing  to  go  along  with  the  item  of  appro¬ 
priation. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  We  will  divide  it  into 
two  parts. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will  the 
Senator  divide  it  into  two  parts  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico? 


Mr.  GRAHAM.  I  agree  that  the 
amendment  may  be  divided,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  Senator’s  request. 

The  National  Park  Service  of  the  In¬ 
terior  Department  and  the  Bureau  of  the 
Public  Roads  of  the  Commerce  Depart¬ 
ment  have  had  a  good  working  arrange¬ 
ment  for  25  years.  The  amendment 
would  keep  it  so,  and  it  would  keep  the 
responsibility,  and  the  final  responsi¬ 
bility,  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

The  amendment  provides  for  less  re¬ 
strictive  legislation  regarding  amounts 
for  maintenance  and  minor  projects  for 
road  construction.  It  has  not  been  the 
practice  in  authorization  acts  to  specify 
detailed  limitations  2  or  3  years  ahead  of 
their  actual  use.  The  detailed  amounts 
cannot  be  ■  calculated  that  far  ahead. 
Weather  conditions,  floods,  slides,  and  so 
forth,  often  change  the  picture.  More¬ 
over,  the  proportion  of  funds  to  be  used 
for  minor  projects  cannot  be  specified 
several  years  in  advance.  It  is  more 
businesslike  to  specify  such  details  at  the 
time  of  the  appropriation. 

That  is  the  first  part  of  the  amend¬ 
ment,  Mr.  President. 

I  should  like  to  emphasize  that  the 
second  part  is  a  matter  of  real  economy. 
It  is  a  matter  of  real  economy  to  fill  in 
the  gaps  in  that  great  parkway,  which 
leads  into  an  area  where  live  7,000,000 
people.  The  Government  has  put  a  great 
amount  of  money  into  the  project.  How¬ 
ever,  there  are  two  or  three  gaps  which 
impair  the  value  of  the  Government’s  in¬ 
vestment,  and  in  some  respects  even 
nullify  the  value  of  the  investment.  Our 
proposal  is  to  add  $3,000,000  as  a  part 
of  the  over-all  program  for  these  six 
parkways,  which  would  also  take  account 
of  the  Baltimore-Washington  Parkway, 
and  meet  the  original  appropriation  of 
the  House,  which  was  $13,000,000.  When 
we  add  the  Baltimore-Washington  Park¬ 
way,  it  makes  the  total  amount  $16,000,- 
000. 

The  addition  by  the  Senate  commit¬ 
tee  of  a  contract  authorization  clause 
for  $3,000,000  to  permit  contracts  to  be 
advertised  for  w'ork  on  the  Baltimore- 
Washington  Parkway  has  the  effect  of 
reducing  to  $10,000,000  the  amount  voted 
by  the  House  for  the  six  already  author¬ 
ized  parkways.  This  amendment  would 
restore  this  reduction  and  provide  for 
the  Baltimore-Washington  Parkway  and 
still  be  $4,000,000  less  than  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  budget  and  the  Presi¬ 
dent. 

We  in  North  Carolina,  Virginia,  and  in 
eastern  America  are  interested  especially 
in  completing  the  gaps  in  the  Blue  Ridge 
Parkway  between  the  Shenandoah  and 
the  Great  Smokies.  These  gaps  are  in 
roads  which  are  part  of  a  system  which 
connects  with  an  area  in  which  live 
70,000,000  Americans.  By  this  amend¬ 
ment  these  millions  could  have  direct 
and  unbroken  connection  with  some  of 
the  most  beautiful  recreational  areas  in 
the  country.  This  is  a  protected  road¬ 
way  along  the  backbone  of  eastern 
America,  and  would  also  serve  the  in¬ 
terest  of  our  national  defense.  The  Na¬ 
tion  has  made  heavy  investments  in 
making  accessible  for  motor  travel  the 
magnificent  scenery  of  the  Appalachians 


and  the  wholesome  recreational  grounds. 
The  parkway  also  connects  with  such 
strategic  centers  as  the  veterans’  hos¬ 
pital  at  Oteen,  the  TVA,  and  the  great 
Oak  Rifige  laboratories.  The  few  gaps 
in  the  parkway  impair,  and  in  some  re¬ 
spects  nullify,  the  usefulness  of  this 
heavy  investment.  It  is  like  unto  a  man 
who  has  a  costly  overcoat  which  lacks 
buttons  to  give  it  its  full  value.  The 
gaps  in  the  roads  dre  comparable  to  the 
buttons  missing  on  a  valuable  overcoat. 
Let  us  put  the  buttons  on  and  prevent 
waste  of  a  valuable,  significant,  and 
strategic  investment  and  still  be  $4,000,- 
000  under  the  $20,000,000  recommended 
by  the  budget  and  the  President. 

This  is  not  an  appropriation  but  an 
authorization,  subject  to  scrutiny  and 
review  by  the  Congress  and  subject  to 
future  developments  and  world  condi¬ 
tions  when  .appropriation  bills  are  pre¬ 
sented. 

I  suggest  that  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  accept  the  amendment  and 
take  it  to  conference.  The  chairman 
may  be  able  to  work  it  out  on  a  propor¬ 
tionate  basis. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  the  economizers  in 
the  Senate  will  agree  to  it,  since  the 
Senator  has  divided  the  amendment  into 
two  parts,  the  committee  would  be  will¬ 
ing  to  accept  them  and  take  them  to 
conference. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will  the 
Senator  state  which  part  he  has  ac¬ 
cepted? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  accept  both  parts. 
We  believe  a  separation  should  be  made 
for  the  reason  that  we  may  have  to  yield 
on  one  and  not  on  the  other. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  V/ill  the 
Senator  state  for  the  Record  how  they 
should  be  separated? 

Mi’.  WHERRY.  If  the  amendments 
are  accepted,  would  the  amount  of  the 
appropriation  be-raised? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  By  $3,000,000.  That  is 
why  I  said  it  would  depend  on  whether 
the  economizers  would  go  along. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  do  not  know  whether 
I  would  qualify,  not  being  on  the  com¬ 
mittee,  but  I  believe  the  amount  ought 
to  be  the  subject  of  a  vote.  I  do  not 
want  to  increase  any  amounts. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  could  have  a  vote 
on  the  first  branch  of  the  amendment. 
The  bill  now  provides  that  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  shall  have  jurisdiction  over 
the  policy.  The  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  North  Carolina  would  do 
away  with  that  and  place  the  responsi¬ 
bility  on  the  shoulders  of  the  National 
Park  Service  of  the  Interior  Department. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  offer  a  substitute 
amendment  to  provide  that  the  amount 
authorized  shall  be  the  same  as  that  ap¬ 
propriated  in  1948. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  will  with¬ 
hold  his  substitute  amendment  for  the 
part  of  the  amendment  which  has  to  do 
with  the  formula  because  it  seems  to  me 
it  is  important  that  the  traditional 
method  of  handling  be  preserved,  in¬ 
stead  of  changed.  The  bill  provides  for 
the  first  time  that  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  shall  have  joint  responsibility 
with  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in 
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deciding  where  roads  shall  be  built, 
when  they  shall  be  built,  and  so  forth. 
Heretofore  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior  has  had  complete  responsibility 
and  simply  called  on  the  Bureau  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Roads  to  furnish  engineering  assist¬ 
ance  and  help  in  the  actual  construction. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  In  view  of  the  state¬ 
ment  that  what  the  Senator  wants  to 
do  now  is  have  a  determination  on  the 
formula,  I  withhold  my  amendment  tem¬ 
porarily  to  see  what  the  vote  will  be  on 
the  formula. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  hope  the  traditional 
method  of  handling  the  subject  by  the 
Interior  Department  and  the  Bureau  of 
Parks  will  be  preserved  and  restored  by 
the  adoption  of  the  first  portion  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  my 
attention  has  been  called  to  the  amend¬ 
ment,  and  I  heard  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  say  he  would  be  very  willing 
to  accept  the  amendment  if  it  were  di¬ 
vided  into  two  parts.  I  take  it  that 
there  is  no  objection  at  all  by  any  Sen¬ 
ator  to  the  part  of  the  amendment  which 
strikes  out  the  reference  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce,  and  makes  an  addi¬ 
tional  amendment  on  line  4,  page  19, 
and  that  the  only  change  that  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska  pointed  to  was  that 
which  had  to  do  with  the  fund.  I  won¬ 
der  if  it  cannot  be  agreed  that  all  of  the 
amendment,  with  the  exception  of  that 
having  to  do  with  the  amount,  may  be 
accepted.  That  is  what  I  understood 
the  Senator  to  say. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  would  be 
wholly  acceptable  to  the  Senator  from 
Florida.  The  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
has  returned  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Immediately  be¬ 
fore  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  rose,  I 
understood  the  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  to  say  that  he  would  be  willing  to 
accept  the  amendment,  provided  it  was 
divided  into  two  parts.  His  purpose  was 
to  separate  the  provision  concerning  the 
amount  of  money  from  the  rest  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  The  suggestion  of 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  had  to  do 
only  with  the  lines  in  the  amendment 
dealing  with  the  fund.  I  am  asking 
whether  it  is  agreeable  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  to  accept  all  of  the 
amendment  save  that  which  has  to 
do  with  the  fund.  That  could  be 
worked  out  later  with  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  For  the  moment,  in 
order  to  clear  the  record  and  to  get 
ahead,  I  shall  accept  the  amendment 
dealing  with  matters  other  than  the 
fund. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Inasmuch  as  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  has  accepted  the  lan¬ 
guage,  which  is  the  formula,  I  shall  be 
glad  to  modify  my  amendment  to  make 
the  figure  read  “$13,000,000.”  That  is 
what  the  House  allowed.  They  must 
have  been  justified  in  inserting  that 
figure. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Does  the  Senator  ob¬ 
ject  to  the  amount? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  do  not  wish  to  ob¬ 
ject  to  it  if  the  Senator  will  accept  it. 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  How  can  I  accept  it? 
We  already  have  $13,000,000  in  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  desires  a  separate  vote  on  the 
two  parts? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  have  already  ac¬ 
cepted  one  part.  We  are  voting  now  to 
change  the  figure  from  $13,000,000  to 
$16,000,000. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  would  have  to  vote  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  the  committee  accepts. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  ask  for  a  vote. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Mr.  President,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  I  did  not  use  all  my 
time,  may  I  make  a  few  observations? 

_  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  1  minute  remaining. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  I  stand  for  good  busi¬ 
ness.  The  Government  has  made  a 
great  investment  in  this  parkway. 
There  are  two  or  three  gaps  in  it  which 
nullify  the  value  of  the  great  invest¬ 
ment.  My  proposal  is  to  fill  in  those 
gaps  so  that  the  people  of  the  whole 
eastern  area  can  use  the  parkway.  It 
also  leads  into  the  area  of  the  Oak  Ridge 
laboratories  and  the  Oteen  Veterans’ 
Hospital.  Many  of  our  people  who  use 
Fords  and  Chevrolets  would  like  to  have 
that  throughway  to  Asheville. 

They  would  also  like  to  use  the  recrea¬ 
tional  facilities. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  it 
would  be  equivalent  to  building  a  pri¬ 
mary  highway  financed  by  the  Federal 
Government  100  percent. 

Mr.  GRAHAM.  Of  course,  the  State 
has  invested  a  great  deal  of  money  in 
this  project.  In  fact,  all  three  States — 
Tennessee,  Virginia  and  North  Caro¬ 
lina — have  done  so.  It  is  just  good  busi¬ 
ness  to  fill  in  a  few  gaps  in  a  good  in¬ 
vestment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator’s  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  de¬ 
sire  to  offer  an  amendment. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  A  parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Inasmuch  as  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Roads  has  accepted  all  this  amendment 
with  the  exception  of  those  lines  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  fund,  and  inasmuch  as  it 
appears  that  there  is  no  objection  to 
that,  would  it  not  be  proper  now,  since 
the  amendment  is  divided,  to  have  the 
portion  which  the  chairman  has  agreed 
to  accept,  and  then  take  up  the  question 
of  the  amount? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  part  of 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  which  deals  with 
the  formula. 

The  formula  portion  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  is  on  agreeing  to  the  part 
of  the  amendment  raising  the  amount 
from  $13,000,000  to  $16,000,000.  [Put¬ 
ting  the  question.]  The  “noes”  have  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Division,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  Chair  announced 
the  decision. 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No,  he  did  not. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  thought  he  did. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  had  announced  the  decision.  The 
Chair  said  the  portion  of  the  amendment 
relating  to  the  increase  in  the  amount 
was  rejected. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
I  offer  the  amendment  which  I  send 
to  the  desk  and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  13, 
beginning  in  line  12,  with  the  word 
“Said”,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out 
through  page  14,  line  2. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
this  amendment,  if  adopted,  would  leave 
the  law  as  it  now  is.  The  committee  has 
inserted  some  new  language  in  the  law 
which  makes  it  very  difficult  for  us  in 
Massachusetts  and  New  England  gener¬ 
ally  to  operate. 

Mr.  President,  in  New  England  the 
counties  do  not  amount  to  very  much 
in  doing  business.  We  have  the  city, 
town,  and  State  governments.  Under 
the  language  the  committee  has  inserted, 
a  State  cannot  proceed  with  any  State 
highway  without  getting  the  approval  of 
and  proceeding  in  cooperation  with  the 
county  officials. 

In  Massachusetts,  for  instance,  we 
have  today  a  principal  highway  going 
to  Newburyport  from  Boston,  which  is 
one  of  our  principal  highways,  route  1. 
The  road  is  being  rebuilt  in  another  loca¬ 
tion  and  will  become  a  Federal  primary 
road.  The  old  road  will  become  a  sec¬ 
ondary  road,  but  it  is  completely  a  State 
road.  The  county  has  nothing  to  do 
with  it.  There  could  be  no  money  spent 
with  Federal  cooperation  on  that  road 
unless  every  county  and  unless  every 
town  involved  gave  its  permission. 

We  have  no  objection  to  the  second¬ 
ary-road  funds  as  the  law  now  exists, 
but  if  the  language  inserted  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  prevails,  ft  will  make  it  almost 
impossible  for  the  State  to  get  Federal 
funds  for  the  ordinary  secondary  roads 
in  Massachusetts.  I  believe  I  speak  for 
all  of  New  England,  as  well  as  Massa¬ 
chusetts. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  yield  a  minute 
to  my  colleague  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  first  I 
ask  the  sponsor  of  the  amendment 
whether  he  would  consent  to  having  his 
amendment  amended  so  as  to  strike  out 
the  period  in  line  12  and  add  the  words 
“as  amended”  in  lieu  of  what  is  stricken, 
so  as  to  make  the  full  effect  of  the 
amendment  the  elimination  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  committee  amendment, 
and  the  full  application  of  his  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  law  as  it  now  stands. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  looked  up  that  matter,  and  I  mod¬ 
ify  my  amendment  as  the  Senator  sug¬ 
gests.  .  - 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  sup¬ 
port  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts,  because  I  believe  it 
is  essential  for  the  orderly  development 
of  the  highways  of  the  United  States  un¬ 
der  the  National  Highway  Act.  The 
Highway  Act  of  1944  gives  to  the  Pub- 
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lie  Roads  Administration  discretion  to 
expend  money  on  secondary  roads  and 
on  post  roads,  and  all  school  bus  roads, 
and,  by  the  1948  amendment,  also  on 
county  and  township  roads.  The  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  makes  it  mandatory 
to  expend  all  secondary  funds  on  rural 
roads  unless  there  be  a  finding  that  it  is 
impractical  to  do  that. 

I  do  not  understand  how  such  a  find¬ 
ing  could  be  made.  It  would  seem  to  me 
that  all  portions  of  the  United  States 
will  be  better  served  if  we  proceed  under 
the  law  of  1944,  with  the  1948  amend¬ 
ment,  which  leaves  discretion  in  the 
highway  commissions  and  the  Public 
Roads  Administration  to  reach  all  types 
of  public  roads  in  every  State  with  the 
secondary  road  money. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
have  I  any  time  left? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
has  3  minutes. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
the  provision  of  the  bill  I  seek  to  strike 
out  seems  to  us  in  New  England  an  un¬ 
wise  discrimination.  It  is  unwise  because 
it  cuts  down  the  use  of  Federal  funds, 
or  changes  the  manner  in  which  they 
may  be  best  spent  in  cooperation  with 
the  State  governments  to  improve  the 
State  highway  systems.  If  this  provision 
is  adopted  in  its  present  form,  it  will 
practically  eliminate  any  Federal  funds 
helping  out  in  many  of  our  secondary 
highways. 

Mr.  President,  I  trust  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  will  accept  the  amendment,  or  at 
least  take  it  to  conference. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  has  placed  me 
in  charge  of  the  time,  and  I  yield  2  min¬ 
utes  to  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  the  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1944  contains  this  language 
with  reference  to  the  item  in  the  bill  now 
being  discussed: 

One  hundred  and  fifty  million  dollars  for 
projects  on  the  principal  secondary  and 
feeder  roads,  including  farm-to-market  roads, 
rural  free  delivery  mail  and  public-school 
bus  routes,  either  outside  of  municipalities 
or  inside  of  municipalities  of  less  than  5,000 
population. 

This  bill  provides  that  the  funds  shall 
be  expended  only  on  country  roads  or 
county  roads,  roads  of  that  type,  unless 
the  State  highway  department  finds  on  a 
factual  basis  in  any  State  that  it  will  be 
impracticable  to  expend  such  funds,  and 
in  that  event  the  funds  shall  be  spent  in 
that  State,  for  such  percentage  as  the 
State  highway  department  shall  certify, 
on  other  secondary  roads  or  secondary 
highways,  including  State  highways  in 
said  States. 

All  this  does  is  to  provide  for  spending 
the  money  on  farm  roads,  and  the  States 
which  do  not  have  farm  roads  can  spend 
the  money  otherwise.  It  merely  carries 
out  the  spirit  of  the  farm-to-market 
road  law  which  has  been  written  on  the 
books  from  the  very  start,  but  which  has 
never  been  followed. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 


Mr.  WHERRY.  What  the  Senator 
means  is  that  it  is  mandatory  that  the 
money  be  spent  for  construction  of  farm- 
to-market  roads,  unless  the  State  makes 
a  finding  otherwise. 

Mr.  KERR.  That  it  is  not  practical 
to  do  so;  yes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  So  without  such  a 
finding  the  money  cannot  be  diverted 
from  construction  of  farm-to-market 
roads? 

Mr.  KERR.  It  means  that  the  farm- 
to-market  money  will  be  spent  on  farm- 
to-market  roads. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  has  had  his  time  in  which  to 
present  his  position. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  North  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  Young], 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  there  is 
more  need  for  this  provision  in  the  Mid¬ 
west  and  the  Northwest  than  probably  in 
any  other  area  in  the  United  States.  We 
need  this  type  of  road  there  not  only  to 
get  us  out  of  the  mud  but  to  get  us  out 
of  the  snow.  The  provision  is  supported 
by  all  three  major  farm  organizations. 
It  is  supported  by  the  governors  of  our 
States.  It  is  made  more  necessary  be¬ 
cause  of  the  fact  that  our  farming  is 
now  more  mechanized.  We  have  done 
away  with  the  horse  who  used  to  get  us 
out  of  the  mud  and  get  us  through  the 
snow.  As  a  result  of  being  more  mecha¬ 
nized  and  making  greater  use  of  auto¬ 
mobiles,  the  farmers  are  paying  a  higher 
percentage  of  the  gas  tax  than  they  ever 
did  before. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
for  yielding  me  time  to  make  this  state¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  this  pro¬ 
vision  is  offered  in  order  that  the  town¬ 
ship  roads  and  the  farm-to-market 
roads  will  have  some  consideration.  In 
all  the  years  of  Federal-aid  to  highways 
the  primary  or  the  secondary  roads  have 
had  most  of  the  attention  and  all  the 
construction,  and  the  farmer  has  been 
too  often  plowing  through  the  mud  or 
he  has  been  shoveling  himself  out  of 
snowdrifts,  rather  than  having  had  the 
advantage  of  good  highways  in  his  com¬ 
munity  on  which  to  get  to  and  from  his 
farm.  So  I  say,  Mr.  President,  that  if 
ever  there  was  a  need  for  legislation  of 
this  kind  it  is  now,  when  the  farmer  is 
faced  with  the  need  for  increasing  his 
production  and  increasing  the  efficiency 
of  his  farm  units.  He  can  greatly  in¬ 
crease  that  efficiency  providing  he  has 
a  stable  road  on  which  to  travel  to  mar¬ 
ket  with  his  loads  of  grain,  milk,  and 
livestock,  and  on  which  the  school  bus 
which  is  trying  to  serve  the  community, 
can  travel  with  safety. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  have  I  left? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Mississippi  has  1  minute  left. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  wish  to  assure  the 
membership  of  the  Senate  that  the  lan¬ 
guage  which  is  now  in  the  bill  will  not 
permit  any  Federal  money  to  be  spent 
on  any  kind  of  a  project  until  it  has 


first  been  approved  by  the  Federal  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Public  Roads.  That  certainly 
excludes  the  idea  of  being  able  to  par¬ 
cel  this  money  out  on  so-called  trails. 

The  next  point  is  that  in  my  opinion 
the  State  of  Massachusetts  has  a  per¬ 
fect  right  to  apply  the  money  to  l’Gads 
in  that  State,  because  the  language  on 
page  13  expressly  provides  that  if  this 
policy  is  impractical  in  any  State  or  in 
any  part  of  a  State,  then  all  that  has  to 
be  done  is  to  certify  that  fact,  which 
releases  the  money  to  be  spent  on  a 
major-type  road. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  have  only  seconds 
left.  Will  the  Senator  be  very  brief? 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  shall  be  ex¬ 
tremely  brief.  The  proviso  the  Sena¬ 
tor  has  mentioned  and  which  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oklahoma  has  mentioned  that 
when  the  appropriate  local  officials  cer¬ 
tify  that - 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  beg  the  Senator’s 
pardon.  Not  the  local  officials.  It  is 
the  State  officials,  the  State  highway 
commissioner  and  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads. 

The  third  point  is  that  this  matter 
has  been  very  carefully  worked  out.  It 
has  the  approval  of  Mr.  MacDonald,  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads.  It  has 
the  approval  of  the  president  of  the 
American  Association  of  State  Highway 
Officials.  It  has  the  approval  of  Mr. 
White,  of  Iowa,  a  man  nationally  recog¬ 
nized  as  an  authority  on  roads  of  this 
type.  It  has  the  unanimous  support  of 
the  subcommittee  which  handled  the  bill. 
It  has  the  unanimous  support  of  the 
entire  Public  Works  Committee.  I  sub¬ 
mit  the  amendment  on  its  merits. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Sal- 
tonstall]  ,  for  himself  and  his  colleague 
[Mr.  Lodge],  as  modified. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  On  the  amend¬ 
ment  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  STENNIS;  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Chair  state  the  question? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  the  amendment  offered  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Salton- 
stall],  for  himself  and,  his  colleague,  as 
modified. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names; 


Aiken 

Graham 

Long 

Benton 

Green 

Lucas 

Brieker 

Hendrickson 

McCarran 

Bridges 

Hickenlooper 

McCarthy 

Butler 

Hill 

McClellan 

Byrd 

Hoey 

McFarland 

Chapman 

Holland 

McKellar 

Chavez 

Humphrey 

McClellan 

Connal'.y 

Ives 

Magnuson 

Cordon 

Jenner 

Malone 

Darby 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Martin 

Donnell 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Maybank 

Douglas 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Millikin 

Dworshak 

Kem 

Morse 

Ellendei 

Kerr 

Mundt 

Ferguson 

Kilgore 

Myers 

Flanders 

Knowland 

O’Conor 

Fulbright 

Laager 

Pepper 

George 

Lehman 

Russell 

Gillette 

Lodge 

SaitonstalX 
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Schoeppel  Taylor  Wherry 

Smith,  Maine  Thomas,  Utah  Wiley 

Smith,  N.  J,  ^  Thye  Williams 

Sparkman  *  Tobey  Withers 

Stennis  Tydings  Young 

Taft  Watkins  . 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  quorum  is 
present. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Saltonstall]  for  himself  and  for  his  col¬ 
league,  as  modified.  On  this  amendment 
the  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered. 
Those  favoring  the  amendment  will  an¬ 
swer  "yea”  when  their  names  are  called. 
Those  who  oppose  the  amendment  will 
answer  "nay”  when  their  names  are 
called. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
may  the  amendment  as  modified  be  read 
at  this  time. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  amendment  as  modified  will 
be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  13,  line 
12,  beginning  with  the  period,  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  strike  out  all  down  to  and  in¬ 
cluding  line  2  on  page  14,  and  insert  the 
words  “as  amended.” 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Saltonstall]  for  himself  and  his 
colleague  [Mr.  Lodge],  as  modified. 

On  this  question  the  yeas  and  nays 
have  been  ordered,  and  the  Secretary  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
son]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Downey]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland],  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Frear],  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden],  and  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely]  are  absent  on 
public  business. 

The  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Hunt]  is  absent  on  official  committee 
business. 

The  -Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Kefauver],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Leahy],  the  Senator  from 
Montana  [Mr.  Murray],  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney],  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Robertson], 
and  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Thomas]  are  detained  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

I  announce  further  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland],  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Neely],  and  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Thomas]  would 
vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Cain]  and  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Vandenberg]  are  absent  by  leave  of 
the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Brew¬ 
ster],  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Capehart],  the  Senator  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Ecton],  and  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Gurney]  are  de¬ 
tained  on  official  business. 


The  result  was  announced — yeas  21, 


nays  56,  as  follows: 

Aiken 

YEAS— 21 

Green 

Morse 

Benton 

Hendrickson 

Saltonstall 

Bricker 

Ives 

Smith,  Main# 

Bridges 

Kem 

Smith.  N.  J. 

Cordon 

Lehman 

Taft 

Ferguson 

Lodge 

Tobey 

Flanders 

McMahon 

Williams 

Butler 

NAYS— 56 

Jenner 

Millikin 

Byrd 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Mundt 

Chapman 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Myers 

Chavez 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

O’Conor 

Connally 

Kerr 

Pepper 

Darby 

Kilgore 

•Russell 

Donnell 

Knowland 

Schoeppel 

Douglas 

Langer 

Sparkman 

Dv/orshak 

Long 

Stennis 

Ellender 

Lucas 

Taylor 

Fulbright 

McCarran 

Thomas,  Utah 

George 

McCarthy 

Thye 

Gillette 

McClellan 

Tydings 

Graham 

McFarland 

Watkins 

Hickenlooper 

McKellar 

Wherry 

Hill 

Magnuson 

Wiley 

Hoey 

Malone 

Withers 

Holland 

Martin 

Yeung 

Humphrey 

Maybank 

NOT  VOTING— 

■19 

Anderson 

Frear 

Neely 

Brewster 

Gurney 

O'Mahoney 

Cain 

,  Hayden 

Robertson 

Capehart 

Hunt 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Downey 

Kefauver 

Vandenberg 

Eastland 

Leahy 

Ecton 

Murray 

So  the  amendment  as  modified,  offered 
by  Mr.  Saltonstall  for  himself  and  Mr. 
Lodge,  was  rejected. 

Mr.  MAYBANK,  Mr.  SALTONSTALL, 
and  Mr.  DOUGLAS  addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
an  amendment. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  an  amendment  at  the  desk,  which 
I  ask  to  have  read. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  33, 
between  lines  19  and  20,  it  is  proposed 
to  insert  the  following  new  section  and 
renumber  all  succeeding  sections  accord¬ 
ingly: 

Sec.  16.  (a)  The  definitions  of  the  terms 
“bridge”  and  “bridge  owner”  contained  in 
section  1  of  the  act  of  June  21,  1940,  entitled 
“An  act  to  provide  for  the  alteration  of  cer¬ 
tain  bridges  over  navigable  waters  of  the 
United  States,  for  the  apportionment  of  the 
cost  of  such  alterations  between  the  United 
States  and  the  owners  of  such  bridges,  and 
for  other  purposes”  (54  Stat.  497;  33  U.  S.  C. 
511),  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"The  term  ‘bridge’  means  a  lawful  bridge 
over  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States, 
including  approaches,  fenders,  and  appurte¬ 
nances  thereto,  (a)  which  is  used  and  oper¬ 
ated  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  railroad 
traffic,  or  both  railroad  and  highway  traffic, 
and  (b)  if  a  State,  a  political  subdivision 
thereof,  or  a  municipality  is  the  owner  or  a 
joint  owner  thereof,  which  is  used  and  oper¬ 
ated  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  highway 
traffic. 

“The  term  ‘bridge  owner’  means  any  cor¬ 
poration,  association,  State,  municipality,  or 
other  political  subdivision,  partnership,  or 
individual  owning  any  bridge,  and,  when  any 
bridge  shall  be  in  the  possession  or  under  the 
control  of  any  trustee,  receiver,  trustee  in 
bankruptcy,  or  lessee,  said  term  shall  include 
both  the  owner  of  the  legal  title  and  the 
person  or  entity  in  possession  or  control  of 
such  bridge.” 


(b)  Section  13  of  6uch  act  of  June  21,  1940 
(54  Stat.  602;  33  U.  S.  C.  623),  is  amended 
by  striking  out  the  words  "used  for  railroad 
traffic.” 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  I 
merely  desire  to  state  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  simply  defines  the  word  “bridge.” 
It  asks  for  no  appropriation,  no  author¬ 
ization. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Does  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Michigan? 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  If  the  Senator  does 
not  mind,  I  should  like  to  continue  my 
statement  first.  There  has  been  some 
controversy  in  the  Department  of  the 
Army,  in  connection  with  condemning 
railroad  bridges  and  having  railroad 
bridges  repaired,  under  the  so-called 
Truman-Hobbs  Act,  and  in  condemning 
State  highway  bridges.  There  happens 
to  be  one  bridge  in  my  State.  There 
happens  to  be  a  bridge  in  Boston  over 
the  Chelsea  River ;  another,  over  the  Fore 
River,  at  Portland,  Maine.  I  note  the 
Senator  from  Maine  is  not  present  at  tjre 
moment.  There  happens  to  be  another 
bridge  over  Indian  River,  at  Winter 
Beach,  Fla. ;  a  highway  swing  bridge  over 
lower  Main  Avenue,  in  the  city  of  Cleve¬ 
land,  Ohio ;  and  a  bridge  over  the  Illinois 
River,  at  Peoria,  Ill.,  for  which  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  made  an  appro¬ 
priation. 

This  amendment  is  not  for  the  purpose 
of  asking  any  funds.  All  that  I  am  ask¬ 
ing  is  that  the  Truman-Hobbs  Act  be  so 
interpreted  that,  as  well  as  paying  for 
railroad  bridges,  State  highway  bridges 
can  be  paid  for.  I  have  a  brief  state¬ 
ment  which  I  ask  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

My  amendment  supplements  the  provisions 
of  the  Truman-Hobbs  Act.  This  act  applies 
only  to  railroad  bridges,  or  to  bridges  that 
are  used  for  both  highway  and  railway  traf¬ 
fic,  but  does  not  apply  in  any  way  in  the  case 
of  a  bridge  devoted  solely  to  highway  traf¬ 
fic. 

The  purpose  of  my  amendment  is  two¬ 
fold  : 

First,  it  would  redefine  the  term  "bridge” 
over  navigable  waterways  so  as  to  include 
a  bridge  used  exclusively  for  highway  traf¬ 
fic.  Secondly,  my  amendment  would  also 
redefine  the  term  “bridge  owner”  so  as  to 
include  a  bridge  owned  by  a  State,  munici¬ 
pality,  or  other  political  subdivision. 

No  specific  appropriation  will  be  needed 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  my  amendment 
since  the  Truman-Hobbs  Act  carries  suffi¬ 
cient  authorization  for  the  appropriation  of 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out 
its  provisions. 

A  brief  history  of  the  operation  of  the  Tru¬ 
man-Hobbs  Act  will  still  further  indicate  the 
necessity  of  approving  my  amendment. 
Since  the  Truman-Hobbs  Act  became  public 
law,  a  total  of  9  orders  have  been  issued  by 
Secretary  of  the  Army  for  bridge  alterations 
involving  railway  traffic.  All  orders  have 
been  completed  at  a  cost  of  $2,417,200  to  the 
bridge  owners  and  $11,217,800  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  However,  in  the  case  of  highway 
bridges  not  covered  under  the  Truman- 
Hobbs  Act,  a  total  of  six  -orders  have  been 
issued  for  alteration  but  only  three  have  been 
completed.  In  one  of  the  three  instances 
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where  the  work  has  been  completed,  the 
project  was  delayed  for  several  years.  The 
Congress  finally  appropriated  $25,000  for  the 
removal  of  the  bridge  by  the  United  States 
(Public  Law  374,  79th  Cong.). 

Whether  we  judge  the  merits  of  this 
amendment  on  the  basis  of  the  operation  of 
the  Truman-Hobbs  Act,  or  upon  the  pro¬ 
jected  operations  under  this  amendment  to 
the  act,  it  would  seem  desirable  to  include 
highway  bridges  owned  by  States,  counties, 
or  municipalities.  This  is  the  sole  purpose 
of  my  amendment  and  I  urge  its  prompt  ap¬ 
proval. 

Mr.  MAYBANX.  When  I  have  con¬ 
cluded,  I  shall  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  for  a  question.  Whether  we 
judge  the  merits  of  this  amendment  on 
the  basis  of  the  operation  of  the  Tru¬ 
man-Hobbs  Act,  or  upon  the  projected 
operations  under  this  amendment  to  the 
act,  it  would  seem  desirable  to  include 
highway  bridges  owned  by  States  or 
counties.  This  is  the  sole  purpose  of 
the  amendment.  In  other  words,  if  the 
Army  engineers  order  something  to  be 
done  with  a  railroad  bridge,  it  must  be 
done  out  of  the  funds  we  appropriate. 
If  they  order  something  done  in  con¬ 
nection  with  a  State  highway  system,  or 
in  connection  with  a  county  highway 
system,  the  State  or  county  must  wait 
until  the  funds  are  made  available  by 
the  Appropriations  Committee,  or  by 
someone  else.  I  now  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Is  this  amendment 
applicable  only  to  condemnation  proce¬ 
dures? 

Mr.  MAYBANX.  It  is  applicable  only 
to  condemnation  procedures  by  the 
Army;  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  Defense  De¬ 
partment  now  has  power  to  condemn 
railroad  bridges,  has  it  not? 

Mr.  MAYBANX.  It  has. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  Senator  wants 
to  make  this  applicable  to  State,  county, 
municipal  and  other  subdivisions,  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  MAYBANX.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  And  it  would  be 
Used  for  the  national  defense? 

Mr.  MAYBANX.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MAYBANX.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Brewster] 
apparently  is  off  the  floor  at  the  moment, 
but  I  know  that  if  he  were  present  he 
would  ask  Members  of  the  Senate  to  vote 
favorably  on  this  amendment.  He 
wanted  to  associate  himself  with  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
South  Carolina. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  is  willing 
to  take  this  amendment  to  conference, 
but  I  think  the  Senate  should  be  ad¬ 
vised  as  to  what  the  situation  is.  This 
would  change  the  basic  law.  Of  course, 
the  amendment  is  subject  to  a  point  of 
order,  which  the  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  is  not  going  to  make.  But  I  think 
the  Senate  should  be  advised,  so  there 
will  be  no  misapprehension  as  to  what 
is  being  done.  When  the  Army  engineers 
condemn  a  tract  of  land  for  a  railroad, 
the  railroad  now  pays  only  for  that  part 
which  is  beneficial  to  the  railroad;  the 


remainder  is  supposed  to  be  paid  by  the 
Federal  Government.  The  change  that 
will  be  brought  about  if  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  is 
adopted  is  that  it  will  apply  to  other 
classes  of  transportation  facilities.  It 
affects  railroads,  instead  of  bridges. 
That  is  not  within  the  present  law,  so 
it  will  change  the  law.  We  are  willing 
to  accept  the  amendment  and  take  it  to 
conference. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  South  Caro¬ 
lina  [Mr.  Maybank]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MAYBANX.  Mr.  President,  for 
the  benefit  of  the  conferees,  I  ask  that 
the  letter  from  the  Department  of  the 
Army,  Corps  of  Engineers,  be  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Department  of  the  Army, 

Washington,  June  28,  1950. 
Hon.  Burnet  R.  Maybank, 

United,  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Maybank:  Reference  is  made 
to  telephone  request  of  June  27,  1950,  by  Mr. 
Douglas,  of  your  office,  in  connection  with 
orders  to  alter  bridges  issued  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  Congress  of  June  21,  1940,  for  altera¬ 
tion  of  obstructive  railroad  and  combined 
railroad  and  highway  bridges,  and  under  the 
provisions  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
March  3,  1899,  for  other  obstructive  bridges. 

Since  the  passage  of  the  act  of  Congress  of 
June  21,  1940,  there  have  been  orders  to  alter 
issued  on  nine  railroad  bridges.  The  en¬ 
closed  tabulation  shows  the  year  in  which 
the  order  was  issued,  along  with  the  esti¬ 
mated  cost  to  the  bridge  owner  and  the 
United  States.  In  addition,  two  railroad 
bridges  which  were  ordered  to  be  altered  prior 
to  1940  came  under  the  retroactive  provisions 
of  the  act.  These  bridges  were  the  Kansas 
City  Southern  Railway  Co.  bridge,  and  Texas 
&  New  Orleans  Railroad  Co.  bridge,  both 
across  the  Neches  River  at  Beaumont,  Tex. 
The  cost  to  the  railroads  was  about  $228,000, 
and  the  Government  about  $858,000. 

In  connection  with  highway  bridges  or¬ 
dered  altered  under  the  provisions  of  the 
River  and  Harbor  Act  of  March  3,  1899,  there 
are  six  bridges  for  which  orders  have  been 
issued  since  1939. 

1.  Johns  Island  Highway  Bridge  over  the 
Intracoastal  Waterway,  South  Carolina,  is¬ 
sued  to  the  South  Carolina  State  Highway 
Department  in  1950,  requires  the  bridge  to 
be  altered  to  provide  a  horizontal  clearance 
of  not  less  than  100  feet  normal  to  the  chan¬ 
nel  at  the  present  location,  and  not  less  than 
80  feet  if  located  at  least  1,000  feet  from  the 
bend. 

2.  Meridian  Street  Bridge  over  the  Chelsea 
River  at  Boston  Harbor,  Mass.,  issued  to  the 
city  of  Boston  in  1940  requires  the  bridge 
to  be  altered  to  provide  a  drawspan  afford¬ 
ing  a  horizontal  clearance  of  175  feet.  Sub¬ 
sequent  extensions  have  been  given,  the 
latest  in  1950  requires  that  by  July  31,  1950, 
a  section  of  the  existing  bridge  shall  be  re¬ 
moved  to  provide  a  clear  horizontal  opening 
of  175  feet. 

3.  Vaughan  River  Bridge  across  Fore  River 
at  Portland  Harbor,  Maine,  issued  to  Port¬ 
land  Bridge  District  in  1939  requires  the 
bridge  to  be  altered  to  provide  a  drawspan 
affording  a  horizontal  clearance  of  not  less 
than  100  feet  normal  to  the  axis  of  the  chan¬ 
nel,  provided  that  plans  therefor  shall  have 
the  prior  approval  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.-  Subsequent 
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extensions  have  been  given,  the  latest  in 
1950  was  issued  to  the  State  highway  com¬ 
mission  as  the  bridge  district  is  no  longer  in 
existence. 

4.  Winter  Beach  Bridge  over  Indian  River 
at  Winter  Beach,  Fla.,  issued  to  the  Board 
of  County  Commissioners,  Indian  River 
County,  Vero,  Fla.,  in  1947  required  the  bridge 
to  be  partially  removed  within  5  months  from 
date  of  service  of  the  order,  and  completely 
removed  within  2  years.  An  examination 
made  at  the  end  of  the  2-year  period  revealed 
that  the  structure  had  been  removed  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  order. 

5.  Lower  Maine  Avenue  Highway  Swing 
Bridge  over  Cuyahoga  River  at  Cleveland, 
Ohio,  issued  to  the  city  of  Cleveland  in  1944 
required  the  bridge  to  be  removed  rjver- 
ward  of  the  established  dock  lines;  the  piers 
and  protection  to  be  removed  to  a  minimum 
depth  of  30  feet  below  low  water  datum.  The 
war  emergency  period  and  industrial  strikes 
delayed  the  work.  However,  it  was  satis¬ 
factorily  completed  on  December  12,  1947. 

6.  Peoria  Upper  Free  Bridge  over  the  Illi¬ 
nois  River  at  Lorentz  Avenue,  Peoria,  Ill., 
issued  to  the  city  of  Peoria,  Ill.,  in  1943 
required  the  removal  of  the  swing  span, 
center  pier,  and  the  center  pier  fender  pro¬ 
tection,  the  pier  and  protection  to  be  re¬ 
moved  to  a  depth  of  10  y2  feet  below  Pool 
Stage,  elevation  440.2.  The  work  was  de¬ 
layed  and  on  May  2,  1948,  Congress,  by  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  374,  Seventy-ninth  Congress,  appro¬ 
priated  $25,000  for  removal  of  the  bridge  by 
the  United  States. 

Sincerely  yours, 

V/.  E.  Potter, 

Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers,  Acting 
Assistant  Chief  of  Engineers  for 
Civil  Works. 


Orders  issued  for  bridge  alterations  under 
act  of  June  21,  1940 


Order 

issued 

Estimated  cost 

Bridge 

By  bridge 
owner 

By  Gov¬ 
ernment 

1.  Central  R.  R.  of  New 
Jersey,  Hackensack 
River,  Kearny,  N.  J_ 

1941 

$5,  000 

‘  $45, 000 

2.  Seaboard  Air  Line 
R.  R.,  Savannah 
River,  Savannah,  Ga. 

1946 

168, 000 

1,  564, 000 

3.  Southern  Ry.  Co., 
Tombigbee  River, 
Jackson, Ala.  .  _ 

'1947 

758,  000 

1, 212, 000 

4.  Beaufort  &  Morehead 
R.  R.  Co.,  Newport 
River,  Morehead 
City,  N.  C _ 

1947 

41, 200 

373, 800 

E.  Norfolk  &  Portsmouth 
Belt  Line  R.  R., 
Elizabeth  River, 
Norfolk,  Va___ . 

1947 

296, 000 

1,  518, 000 

6.  Seaboard  Air  Line 
R.  R.,  Kingsley 
Creek,  Fernandina, 
Fla . . 

1948 

28,000 

480,  000 

7.  Chicago,  Milwaukee, 
St.  Paul  &  Pacific 
R.  R.,  Mississippi 
River,  Hastings, 
Minn.. .  ...  . 

1948 

366, 000 

1, 225, 000 

8.  Staten  Island  Rapid 
Transit  Ry.  Co., 
Arthur  Kill,  Eliza- 
bethport,  N.  J - 

1949 

750, 000 

4, 700, 000 

B.  Chicago,  Great  West¬ 
ern  R.  R.  Missouri 
River,  Leavenworth, 

»  Kans _ 

1950 

5, 000 

100, 000 

2,  417,  200 

11, 217, 800 

1  Railroad  granted  permission  by  ICC  to  abandon  line. 


Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  to  the  desk  an  amendment,  which 
I  ask  to  have  read. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  clerk 
will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  14, 
beginning  with  line  23,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  through  page  15,  line  18,  and 
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to  amend  section  designations  and  refer¬ 
ences  to  sections  accordingly. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  two  more  minor  amendments.  I 
hope  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  Mexico,  who  is  my  friend,  will  look 
with  a  little  more  favor  on  them  than 
he  has  on  the  others.  This  is  a  very 
simple  amendment. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  yield,  if  it  will 
not  take  too  long. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  will  not  take  long. 
If  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  will 
help  us  and  will  cooperate  with  us  in  our 
efforts  to  protect  the  farmer,  in  the  mat¬ 
ter  of  the  reconsideration  of  the  vote  by 
which  the  amendment  that  took  away 
the  money  from  the  secondary  roads  was 
adopted,  I  would  look  most  favorably  and 
sympathetically  upon  the  new  sugges¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  may  say  most 
sympathetically  to  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  that  I  shall  do  my  best,  but 
will  make  no  agreement.  The  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  now  offer  simply  calls  for 
striking  out  the  language  which  would 
force  each  highway  department  to  set  up 
a  secondary  road  division  before  it  could 
get  any  Federal  funds  for  assistance  on 
secondary  roads. 

It  is  a  direct  intrusion  into  the  method 
by  which  State  governments  handle  their 
affairs  with  relation  to  highways.  I 
have  been  in  the  executive  department 
of  my  Ctate  government.  I  believe  in 
the  Hayden-Cartwright  law;  it  works 
well.  But  under  the  Hayden-Cartwright 
law,  if  we  try  to  tell  the  State  govern¬ 
ments  how  they  shall  operate  their  own 
administrative  .establishments,  I  be¬ 
lieve  we  are  going  too  far. 

I  do  not  think  this  provision  of  the  bill 
has  application  only  to  New  England, 
New  York,  or  the  East;  it  applies  all  over 
the  country.  It  may  be  that  some  high¬ 
way  departments  now  have  secondary- 
road  divisions  but  to  require  the  State 
highway  department  to  establish  such 
a  division  before  it  can  receive  any  funds 
seems  to  me  to  be  absolutely  wrong,  be¬ 
cause  it  gets  the  Federal  Government 
more  and  more  into  State  affairs.  One 
thing  we  have  been  trying  to  do  in  the 
past  3  or  4  years  is  to  make  it  possible 
for  States  to  get  aid  from  the  Federal 
Government  when  we  believe  they 
should  get  it,  but  not  to  have  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  intrude  into  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  State  and  local  matters. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  adopted. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  DONNELL.  Does  the  Senator  not 
think  that  an  added  argument  in  favor 
of  his  position  is  found  in  lines  3  and  4 
on  page  15,  where  it  is  required  that  the 
department  “shall  be  suitably  organized 
to  discharge  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  the  duties  here¬ 
in  required”? 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  agree  with  the 
Senator.  I  thank  him  for  making  my 
point  even  more  emphatic. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  the 
committee  devoted  many  days  in  trying 


to  arrive  at  the  proper  kind  of  a  bill 
to  submit  to  the  Senate,  and  it  had  in 
mind  at  all  times  allowing  the  Senate  to 
have  something  to  say  about  the  ques¬ 
tion.  That  is  why  we  opposed  a  little 
■while  ago  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts,  because  he  was  hit¬ 
ting  the  very  people  whom  he  says  he  is 
now  trying  to  protect. 

I  yield  the  remainder  of  my  time  to 
the  Senator  from  .Mississippi  [Mr. 
Stennis],  who  has  devoted  hours  to  the 
subject. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  am  sorry  I  cannot 
yield. 

Mr.  President,  in  my  opinion,  this  is 
one  of  the  most  beneficial  provisions 
which  has  ever  been  written  into  a 
highway  bill  for  the  benefit  of  our  rural 
people  who  do  a  great  deal  of  work  on 
their  roads,  but  it  is  not  scientifically 
done. 

The  amendment  would  do  the  same 
thing  that  was  done  in  1916,  when  we 
passed  a  law  requiring  the  States  to 
establish  highway  commissions  that 
could  function  with  the  Bureau  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Roads  with  reference  to  Federal 
money.  During  all  those  years,  al¬ 
though  there  has  been  a  secondary-road 
program  and  a  feeder-road  and  farm- 
to-market  road  program  in  the  law,  only 
a  few  States  have  been  charged  with  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  working  out  a  program 
for  the  rural  population.  They  have  set 
up  special  departments,  and  we  find  from 
the  testimony  that  in  the  States  in  which 
there  is  a  bureau  of  reads,  they  are  able 
to  work  out  their  program.  It  is  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  coordination  and  cooperation. 
This  does  not  cost  1  penny.  There  is 
nothing  dictatorial  about  it.  What  is 
wanted  is  a  coordinated  cooperative  sys¬ 
tem  of  getting  the  money  down  to  the 
level  where  it  belongs. 

I  yield  the  balance  of  my  time  to  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  has  1  minute. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  when  the 
farm-to-market  road  bill  was  being  con¬ 
sidered,  which  provided  that  the  money 
appropriated  for  farm-to-market  roads 
would  be  carried  down  to  the  local  level, 
the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  said 
he  was  against  the  bill  because  there  was 
an  absence  of  engineering  ability  at  the 
county  level.  So,  in  conjunction  with 
the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads,  the 
committee  concluded  that  in  order  to 
make  the  program  workable  there  should 
be  a  provision  making  it  mandatory  for 
the  State  highway  departments  to  have 
engineering  ability  either  at  the  State 
level  or  at  the  county  level,  providing 
that  any  county  or  group  of  counties 
having  engineering  ability  and  equipped 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  State  high¬ 
way  department  can  supervise  the  con¬ 
struction  and  maintenance  of  a  county 
unit.  This  provision  in  the  bill  fixes  it 
so  that  the  farm-to-market  road  pro¬ 
gram  will,  for  the  first  time,  really  work. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Sena¬ 
tor’s  time  has  expired.  All  time  has 
expired. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
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Massachusetts.  [Putting  the  question.] 
The  “ayes”  seem  to  have  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  for 
a  division. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  divide. 

Mr.  STENNIS  and  other  Senators  re¬ 
quested  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered,  and 
the  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MYERS.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
son]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senators  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd 
and  Mr.  Robertson],  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hunt],  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Johnson],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver], 
and  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Thomas]  are  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Downey]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland],  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Frear],  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  HaVden],  and  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely]  are  absent 
on  public  business. 

I  announce  further  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Eastland],  the  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  [Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Neely],  and  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Thomas] 
would  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Cain]  and  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Vandenbep.g]  are  absent  by  leave  of 
the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Brew¬ 
ster],  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Capehart],  and  the  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin  [Mr.  McCarthy]  are  detained  on 
official  business. 

The  result  was.  announced — yeas  37, 
nays  41,  as  follows: 


Aiken 

YEAS— 37 

Hendrickson 

Morse 

Benton 

Hickenlooper 

Mundt 

Bricker 

Ives 

Russell 

Bridges 

Jenner 

Saltonstall 

Butler 

Kem 

Smith,  Maine 

Cordon 

Knowland 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Donnell 

Leahy 

Taft 

Dworshak 

Lehman 

Tobey 

Ferguson 

Lodge 

Watkins 

Flan  ders 

Long 

Wiley 

Fulbright 

McMahon 

Williams 

Green 

Martin 

Gurney 

Millikin 

Chapman 

.  NAYS— 41 
Johnston,  S.  C. 

O’Conor 

Chavez 

Kerr 

O’Mahoney 

Connally 

Kilgore 

Pepper 

Darby 

Langer 

Schoeppel 

Douglas 

Lucas 

Sparkman 

Ecton 

McCarran 

Stennis 

George 

McClellan 

Taylor 

Gillette 

McFarland 

Thomas,  Utah 

Graham 

McKellar 

Thye 

Hill 

Magnuson 

Tydings 

Hcey 

Malone 

Wherry 

Holland 

Maybank 

Withers 

Humphrey 

Murray 

Young 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Myers 

NOT  VOTING— 

18 

Anderson 

Eastland 

Kefauver 

Brewster 

Ellender 

McCarthy 

Byrd 

Frear 

Neely 

Cain 

,  Hayden 

Robertson 

Capehart 

Hunt 

Thomas,  Okla. 

Downey 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Vandenberg 

So  the  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Sal- 
tonstall  on  behalf  of  himself  and  Mr. 
Lodge  was  rejected. 
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Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
I  send  an  amendment  to  the  desk  and 
ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  33  it  is 
proposed  to  strike  out  lines  8  through  12. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  This  is  a  very 
simple  amendment,  and  I  shall  take 
only  a  few  minutes  to  explain  it.  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  time  and  attention  which 
the'  Senate  is  giving  to  my  presentation 
of  these  amendments.  The  amend¬ 
ment  would  strike  out  section  14  of  the 
bill,  on  page  33.  The  section  represents 
another  interference  with  States’  rights. 
The  section,  if  allowed  to  remain  in  the 
bill,  would  require  a  highway  depart¬ 
ment  which  submits  plans  for  a  Federal- 
aid  highway  project  involving  the  by¬ 
passing  of  any  city,  town,  or  village  to 
certify  to  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Roads  that  the  department  had  held  a 
public  hearing  and  considered  the  eco¬ 
nomic  effects  of  such  a  location.  Mr. 
President,  why  should  any  State  build  a 
road  which  will  interfere  economically 
with  any  city  or  town,  and  why  should 
a  State  highway  department  be  required 
to  submit  a  certificate  that  it  has  done 
a  very  simple  thing,  which  it  would  do 
ordinarily  anyway  in  the  interest  of  its 
own  State. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  small  matter, 
but  it  represents  one  more  step  of  inter¬ 
ference  by  the  Federal  Government  with 
local  administration.  No  State  highway 
department  would  do  a  thing  like  this 
unless  it  were  going  to  help  its  own 
State. 

I  do  not  wish  to  take  any  more  time. 
If  Senators  want  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  continue  to  intrude  on  local 
State  administration,  they  should  vote 
for  the  bill  as  it  now  reads.  If  not,  we 
have  a  very  simple  way  of  eliminating 
one  more  intrusion  by  the  Federal 
Government. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  is  in  closer  agreement 
with  the  committee’s  recommendation 
than  he  realizes  at  the  moment.  The 
amendment  was  sponsored  by  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee,  and  I  shall  tell 
the  Senator  why  he  sponsored  it.  High¬ 
ways  are  supposed  to  serve  the  people 
as  a  whole.  The  very  thing  that  gives 
us  the  authority  to  legislate,  namely. 
Federal  money,  in  order  to  help  with 
the  construction  of  highways,  is  the  very 
thing  that  makes  this  necessary.  It  has 
been  the  purpose  of  departments  right 
along  to  build  a  highway,  but  we  have 
noticed  all  through  the  years — and  I 
know  it  .happens  in  Massachusetts  and 
I  know  it  happens  in  my  State,  as  well 
as  in  every  other  State  of  the  Union — 
that  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  the 
engineers  of  a  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  select  the  right-of-way  in  1938, 
for  example,  which  they  consider  to  be 
the  best  right-of-way  in  the  world.  They 
submit  plans  and  specifications,  and 
build  a  highway.  All  of  a  sudden  a 
change  of  administration  locally  will 
bring  in  a  new  engineer,  who  may  think 
there  should  be  a  brand-new  right-of- 
way.  Little  towns  have  grown  up,  prob¬ 
ably  one  old  town  had  been  there  for 
200  years.  As  a  result  of  the  highway 


that  had  been  built  there,  the  local  citi¬ 
zen  has  invested  his  $3,000,  or  $5,000,  or 
$10,000,  and  out  of  a  clear  sky  some  new 
engineer  says,  “We  have  to  have  a  new 
right-of-way,”  and  changes  the  right-of- 
way  to  a  location  two  or  three  miles  from 
there.  Should  the  little  towns  have  a 
hearing,  or  should  we  consider  the  peo¬ 
ple  who  travel  on  the  roads  through  the 
communities? 

The  bill  protects  the  little  towns,  the 
villages.  There  is  not  a  State  in  the 
Union  which  has  not  this  problem.  Little 
towns  and  villages  are  being  ruined  be¬ 
cause  every  2  or  3  years  an  engineer  has 
an  idea  that  the  automobiles  going  to  the 
next  town  should  be  able  to  reach  it  5 
minutes  sooner.  We  should  consider  the 
economy  of  the  folks  living  along  the 
highway. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  give  an  exam¬ 
ple.  Even  this  year  on  Highway  No.  66, 
which  goes  from  Chicago  to  the  coast 
through  my  State,  there  was  a  desire  to 
change  the  highway.  The  officials 
wanted  to  bypass  the  little  town  of  San 
Jon,  which  is  a  one  main  street  town, 
with  possibly  two  or  three  other  streets, 
with  a  population  of  from  800  to  1,000 
people.  Whatever  the  people  have  is 
practically  all  on  that  one  street.  In 
order  to  save  4  miles  in  500  miles,  the 
authorities  would  move  the  road  2  V2 
miles,  and  save  $38,000.  Do  Senators 
think  that  as  a  matter  of  fair  play  and 
doing  justice  they  should  subject  citizens 
to  that  kind  of  treatment?  The  provi¬ 
sion  sought  to  be  amended  is  the  one 
which  will  take  care  of  the  little  fellows. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  Is  the  effect  of  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  bill  that  the  State  highway 
department  shall  certify  that  they  have 
given  the  folks  affected  an  opportunity 
to  have  a  hearing? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  all  that  is 
asked.  At  least  let  them  have  a  day  in 
court. 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  that  interfere  with 
States  rights? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  gives  States  rights. 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  it  interfere  with 
local  rights? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  gives  the  local  citi¬ 
zens  rights. 

Mr.  KERR.  Is  the  local  right  it 
gives  them  the  right  to  be  heard? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes;  the  right  to  be 
heard. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield? 

Mi-.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Let  us  assume 
that  a  State  highway  department  has  a 
certain  fund  of  its  own  for  use  in  its  own 
bailiwick  with  regard  to  the  location  of 
a  road.  Would  not  the  intrusion  of  the 
Federal  Government  be  in  effect  an  in¬ 
terference  with  the  State’s  rights? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No;  we  insist  that  the 
local  people  have  a  right  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  only  thing  that  is 
required  is  that  the  officials  certify  that 
that  have  given  the  people  a  chance  to 
be  heard,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  do  not  even  ask 
that  they  agree  with  them,  but  they 
should  be  heard.  Now  they  say,  “We 
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are  going  to  change  this  highway,”  and 
the  folks  of  the  community  have  nothing 
to  say  about  it. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 

SALTONSTALL], 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  ask  for  a  di¬ 
vision. 

On  a  division,  the  amendment  was 
rejected. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  to  the  desk  an  amendment  and 
ask  that  it  be  read. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  clerk 
will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  15, 
lines  22  and  23,  it  is  proposed  to  strike 
out  $20,000,000”  and  insert  “$10,000,000”; 
on  line  25,  to  strike  out  “$20,000,000”  and 
insert  “$10,000,000.” 

On  page  16,  line  4,  to  strike  out  “$35,- 
500,000”  and  insert  “$1,750,000.” 

On  page  17,  line  22,  to  strike  out  “$10,- 
000,000”  and  insert  “$5,000,000”;  and  be¬ 
ginning  with  the  word  “That”  in  line 
24,  to  strike  out  everything  down  to 
and  including  the  comma  on  page  18, 
line  4;  and 

On  page  25,  line  11,  to  strike  out 
“$5,000,000”  and  insert  “$2,500,000.” 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  this 
series  of  amendments,  which  I  am  sub¬ 
mitting  en  bloc,  proposes  to  cut  in  half 
the  proposed  appropriation  for  roads, 
highways,  and  trails  in  the  national 
forests,  in  the  national  parks,  and  in 
the  national  domain.  If  agreed  to  in 
its  entirely,  it  would  result  in  savings  of 
$29,250,000. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  traveled  through 
the  national  parks  and  to  some  degree 
through  the  national  forests,  and  I  have 
been  struck,  on  the  whole,  with  the  ex¬ 
cellence  of  the  existing  roads  and  trails. 
I  can  see  some  pain  on  the  faces  of  Sen¬ 
ators  from  the  West  caused  by  that  re¬ 
mark,  but  I  have  felt  that  the  roads  were 
quite  adequate  in  the  parks  and  forests, 
and  in  view  of  the  national  emergency, 
I  believe  we  could  save  a  great  deal  of 
money  by  reducing  the  proposed  appro¬ 
priations. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  hope  that 
the  amendment  will  be  agreed  to. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  just  one 
word  of  explanation.  It  was  only  a  short 
time  ago,  I  think  it  was  in  the  Congress 
before  this  one,  that  the  New  England 
Senators  were  deeply  concerned  about  a 
forest  fire  in  New  England,  I  believe  it 
was  in  Maine. 

Forest  roads  and  trails  mean  fire  pro¬ 
tection.  If  the  desire  is  to  protect  bil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  of  property  that  belongs 
to  American  taxpayers,  the  forest  roads 
and  trails  should  be  preserved.  Sena¬ 
tors  could  agree,  of  course,  to  take  the 
whole  appropriation  out,  and  could  save 
that  much  money,  but  it  would  be  penny 
wise  and  pound  foolish. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  amendment 
will  be  rejected. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas], 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  If  there  be 
no  further  amendment  to  be  proposed, 
the  question  is  on  the  engrossment  of 
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the  amendment  and  the  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  ques¬ 
tion  now  is  on  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  CKAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  before 
the  bill  is  passed,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  clerks  be  authorized  to 
make  the  necessary  technical  changes, 
including  changes  in  totals,  due  to  the 
amendments  which  were  agreed  to  this 
afternoon  to  the  amendment  of  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  now  is  on  the  passage  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  (H.  R.  7941)  was  passed. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  insist  on  its  amendment, 
ask  for  a  conference  with  the  House 
thereon,  and  that  the  Chair  appoint  the 
conferees  on  behalf  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Vice  President  appointed  Mr.  Chavez, 
Mr.  McClellan,  Mr.  Sparkman,  Mr.  Kerr, 
Mr.  Watkins,  and  Mr.  Kem  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  pro¬ 
ceed  to  the  consideration  of  Senate  bill 
4071,  to  provide  allowances  for  depend¬ 
ents  of  enlisted  members  of  the  uni¬ 
formed  services,  to  suspend  certain  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Career  Compensation  Act 
of  1949,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  and  I  shall  not 
object,  I  should  like  to  ask  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  if  he  contemplates  fin¬ 
ishing  the  bill  tonight? 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  I  should  like  to  say 
to  the  Senator  that  the  bill  comes  from 
the  Armed  Services  Committee  unani¬ 
mously.  I  do  not  think  it  will  involve 
more  than  15  or  20  minutes  of  explana¬ 
tion,  and  I  shall  be  surprised  if  it  is  not 
passed  by  the  Senate  unanimously. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  know  that  all  the 
members  of  the  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  minority  side  are  in  favor 
of  the  bill.  I  have  been  told  by  most  of 
the  minority  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  that  they  felt  there  possibly  would 
not  be  any  controversy  over  the  bill. 
Does  the  Senator  contemplate  that  there 
shall  be  a  vote  on  the  passage  of  the  bill 
tonight?  — 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Yes,  a  voice  vote. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Are  there  any  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  «ill? 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Only  one  amend¬ 
ment,  of  a  minor  nature. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Because  of  the  late¬ 
ness  of  the  hour,  I  ask  if  there  is  any 
reason — and  I  simply  ask  the  question 
constructively,  because  I  am  not  going 
to  object  if  the  Senator  feels  that  the 
emergency  demands  immediate  action — 
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why  be  cannot  make  the  bill  the  un¬ 
finished  business,  and  complete  action 
on  it  tomorrow  before  the  calendar  is 
tailed? 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  I  should  like  to  have 
the  bill  passed  tonight,  because  there  are 
many  places  in  the  country  where  the 
National  Guard  has  been  called  up,  and 
while  substantially  one  day  does  not 
seem  to  make  any  difference,  I  think  it 
would  be  a  good  thing  if  we  could  pass 
the  bffl  tonight  and  send  it  to  the  House 
so  it  may  be  enacted  into  law  as  quickly 
as  possible,  because  the  families  of  the 
men  who  were  called  out  on  the  1st  of 
July  have  been  without  adequate  money. 
For  that  reason,  if  we  could  pass  the 
bill  in  15  or  20  minutes,  I  believe  it  would 
be  a  very  fine  thing  for  us  to  do. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  so  far 
as  the  junior  Senator  from  Nebraska  is 
concerned,  I  will  not  object  to  the  imme- 
liate  consideration  of  the  bill.  I  feel, 
however,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
Senate  has  had  two  very  full  days  of 
work,  that  if  the  bill  should  precipitate 
t’gument,  we  should  within  a  reason¬ 
time  take  a  recess  until  tomorrow 
the  understanding  that  the  bill"  be 
lomplefced  tomorrow  before  the  calendar 
|  Is  calle 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  cbnsider  tjae  bill  (S.4071) 
to  provide  allowances  for  dependents  of 
enlisted  members  of  the  uniformed  serv¬ 
ices,  to  suspend  certain  provisions  of  the 
Career  Compensation  Act  of  1949,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  bill  is  as  follows; 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  for'., the  duration 
of  this  act  that  part  of  the  seeckid  sentence 
of  section  102  (g)  of  the  act  of  October  12, 
1949  (Public  taw  351,  81st  Cong?),  which 
reads  “  *  .  *  *  and  actually  resides'-  in  the 

household  of  said  member”  is  suspended: 
Provided,  That  the  dependency  of  the  father 
or  mother  as  required  by  said  section  102 
(g)  shall  be  determined  on  the  basis  of 
an  affidavit  submitted  by  such  father  or 
mother,  and  such  other  evidence  as  the 
Secretary  concerned  may  deem  necessary 
under  such  regulations  as  he  may  prescribe, 
and  no  such  father  or  mother  shall  be 
deemed  dependent  unless — 

(1)  the  member  of  the  uniformed  services 
claiming  such  dependency  has  provided  over 
one-half  of  the  support  of  such  father  or 
mother  for  such  period  of  time  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  concerned  may  prescribe;  or 

(2)  in  the  case  of  claimed  dependency 
arising  by  reason  of  changed  circumstances 
after  the  entrance  of  such  member  into 
active  service  subsequent  to  the  effective 
date  of  this  act,  such  father  or  mother  be¬ 
comes  in  fact  dependent  upon  such  member 
for  over  one-half  of  his  or  her  support. 

Sec.  2.  For  the  duration  of  this  act  the 
proviso  in  section  302  (a)  of  the  act  of 
October  12, 1949  (Public  Law  351,  81st  Cong.), 
is  suspended. 

Sec.  3.  For  the  duration  of  this  act,  sec¬ 
tion  302  (f)  of  the  act  of  October  12,  1949 
(Public  Law  351,  81st  Cong.),  is  hereby 
amended  by  striking  out  that  portion  of  the 
table  appearing  therein  which  prescribes 
monthly  basic  allowances  for  quarters  for 
enlisted  members  in  pay  grades  E-l  to  E-7, 


Inclusive,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  thp 
following  new  table: 


Not  over  2 
dependents 

Ovcjlf  de¬ 
pendents 

/ 

E-7 . 

$67.  50 

f  *8 

E-6 . 

(>7.  r>(y 

E-5 . 

67. JO 

E-4 . 

62^30 

75 

■1  depend¬ 
ent  J 

/ 

fl  depend¬ 
ents 

Over  2  de¬ 
pendents 

E-3 _ _ 

/ 

/ $45 

$67.  50 

$75 

E-2 . . 

/  45 

67.  50 

75 

E-l _ 

/  45 

67.  50. 

75 

Sec.  4.  Seqtfon  302  of  the  act  of  October 
12,  1949  (Public  Law  351,  81st  Cong.) ,  is  here¬ 
by  amended  by  adding  the  following  new 
subsections : 

“(g)/Sukject  to  the  provisions  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,,  'enlisted  members  without  dependents 
shall  be  entitled  to  a  br-.sic  allowance  for 
quarters  at  the  rate  of  $45  per  month. 

'  "(h)  The  payment  of  the  basic  allowance 
for  quarters  provided  in  subsection  (f)  of 
this  section  for  enlisted  members  with  de¬ 
pendents  shall  be  made  only  for  such  period 
as  such  enlisted  member  has  in  effect  an 
allotment  of  pay  not-  less  than  the  sum  of 
the  basic  allowance  for  quarters  to  which 
he  is  entitled  plus  $40  (or  in  the  case  of 
enlisted  members  in  pay  grades  E-4  and 
E-5,  $60;  or  in  the  case  of  enlisted  members 
in  pay  grades  E-6  and  E-7,  $80)  .  for  the  sup¬ 
port  of  the  dependent  or  dependents  on 
whose  account  the  allowance  is  claimed.  No 
such  allotment  shall  be  required  (1)  for  the 
calendar  month  in  which  such  member  en¬ 
ters  on  active  duty  in  a  pay  status  if  the 
allotment  is  effective  from  the  following 
month;  (2)  for  the  calendar  month  in  which 
such  member  is  discharged,  if  not  immedi¬ 
ately  reenlisted;  (3)  for  the  calendar  month 
in  which  such  member  is  released  from  ac¬ 
tive  duty;  (4)  for  the  calendar  month  in 
which  dependency  ceases;  or  (5)  for  the 
calendar  month  in  which  dependency  com¬ 
mences  if  the  allotment  is  effective  from  the 
following  month.  Any  such  allotment  may 
in  special  cases  be  initiated,  continued, 
modified,  or  discontinued  in  accordance  with 
such  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  concerned.  The  minimum  al¬ 
lotment  required  for  any  month  shall  be 
based  on  the  lowest  rate  of  basic  allowance 
for,  quarters  to  which  the  member  is  en¬ 
titled  and  the  lowest  pay  grade  in  which 
the  member  is  serving  during  such  month. 

"(i)  The  allotment  required  by  subsection 
(h)  of  this  section  shall  be  paid  to  or  on 
behalf  of  such  dependent  or  dependents  as 
may  be  specified  in  accordance  with  such 
regulations  as  the  Secretary  concerned  may 
prescribe. 

“(j)  Any  delay' in  initiating  an  allotment 
as  required  by  this -section  shall  not  invali¬ 
date  entitlement  to  basic  allowance  for 
quarters,  provided  that  such  allotment  is 
made-  retroactive  for  such  period  as  the 
member  may  elect  to  claim  the  allowance 
for  his  dependent  or  depefitients. 

"(k)  The  entitlement  to  the  basic  allow¬ 
ance  for  quarters  provided  for  by  this  act 
shall  be  substantiated  in  such  manner  and  in 
accordance  with  such  regulations  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  concerned  may  prescribe.” 

Sec.  5.  Notwithstanding  any  other,  pro¬ 
vision  of  law,  the  basic  allowance  for  quar¬ 
ters  to  which  a  member  may  be  entitled  as 
a  member  with  dependents  shall  not  be  con¬ 
tingent  on  pay  accruing  to  such  member  for 
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such,  period  as  the  Secretary  concerned  may 
prescribe. 

Sec.  6.  The  Secretary  concerned  may,  at 
his  discretion,  with  or  without  the  consent 
of  the,  enlisted  member  concerned,  author¬ 
ize  and  direct  the  payment  of  the  basic  al¬ 
lowance  for  quarters  and  the  establishment 
and  payment  of  such  allotment  as  he  shall 
determine  to  be  in  conformity  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  act,  for  any  enlisted  member 
with  dependents  in  any  case  in  which  such 
member  does  not  claim  such, allowance. 

Sec.  7.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  law,  the  provisions  of  this  act  shall 
not  apply  to  enlisted .  members  on  training 
duty,  to  enlisted  men  entitled  to  pay  and 
allowances  pursuant  to,,  the  provisions  of 
section  507  of  the  act  or.  October  12,  1949 
(Public  Law  351,  81st  Cong\  to  any  member 
of  the  Samoan  Native  GuardW  band  of  the 
Navy,  or  the  Samoan  ReserveXFoyce  of  the 
Marine  Corps.  Such  persons  snWl  continue 
to  be  entitled  to  the  appropriate 'allowances 
prescribed  by  section  302  of  the  acwtfif  Octo¬ 
ber  12,  1949  (Public  Law  351,  81st  Co^g.),  on 
the  day  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  tSy  act. 

Sec.  8.  For  the  purposes  of  this  £ 
sonnel  enumerated  in  sections  527  and 
of  the  act  of  October  12,  1949  (Public  Law  ! 
81st  Cong.),  with  dependents  as  defined 
section  102  (g)  of  said  act,  as  amended,  shall 
be  entitled  to  a  basic  allowance  for  quarters 
under  the  conditions  and  at  the  rates  pre¬ 
scribed  for  members  in  pay  grade  E-^i. 

Sec.  9.  For  the  duration  of  this  act,  the 
fourth  proviso  of  section  515  (b)  of  the  act 
of  October  12,  1949  (Public  Law  351,  81st 
Cong.),  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows  :  “Provided  further]  That  when  a  mem¬ 
ber  is  furnished  Government  quarters  ade¬ 
quate  for  himself'  and  his  dependents,  the 
total  sum  saved  for  him  by  this  subsection 
shall  be  reduced  at  the  rate  of  $45  per  month 
for  members  in  pay  grades  E-l,  E-2,  E-3, 
and  E^4  (less  than  7  years’  service),  and 
$67.50  per  month  for  members  in  pay  grades 
E~A  (over  7  years'  service) ,  E-5,  E-6,  and  E-7.” 

Sec.  10.  The  Secretaries  concerned  are  au¬ 
thorized  to  prescribe  such  regulations  for  the 
administration  of  this  act  as  may  be  deemed 
necessary  to  enable  them  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  this  act,  and  such  regulations 
shall,  as  far  as  practicable,  be  uniform.  All 
waivers  and  determinations,  including  de¬ 
terminations  of  dependency  and  relation¬ 
ship,  shall  be  made  by  the  Secretary  con¬ 
cerned  or  such  other  person  or  persons  as 
he  may  designate,  and  the  Secretary  con¬ 
cerned  or  his  designee  is  authorized  to  dele¬ 
gate,  or  redelegate  such  authority:  Provided, 
That  the  authority  granted  in  this  section 
to  the  several  Secretaries  concerned  may  by 
joint  agreement  be  exercised  by  any  one.-of 
such  Secretaries  for  any  Department  or,  all 
Departments  concerned. 

Sec.  11.  Any  determinations  or  waivers 
made  under  this  act  shall  be  final  and  con¬ 
clusive  for  all  purposes  and  sh^il  not  be 
subject  to  review  in  any  court  or  by  any 
accounting  officer  of  the  Government.  The 
Secretary  concerned  may  at '  any  time  on 
the  basis  of  new  evidence  or  for  other  good 
cause  reconsider  or  modify  any  such  deter¬ 
mination,  and  may  waive  the  recovery  of 
any  money  erroneously  paid  under  this  act 
whenever  he  finds  that  such  recovery  would 
be  against  equity  and  good  conscience. 

Sec.  12.  The  General  Accounting  Office 
shall  not  refuse  to  allow  credit  in  the  ac¬ 
counts  of  any  disbursing  officer  for  any 
erroneous  payment  or  overpayment  made  by 
him  in  carrying  out  the  provisory  of  this 
act  unless  such  erroneous  payment  or  over¬ 
payment  was  made  by  him  as  the  result  of 
his  gross  negligence  or  with  the  intent  to 
defraud  the  United  States,  and  no  recovery 
shall  be  made  from  any  officer  authorizing 
any  erroneous  payment  or  overpayment 
under  this  act  unless  such  payment  was 
authorized  by  him  as  the  result  of  his  gross 


negligence  or  with  the  intent  to  defraud 
the  United  States. 

Sec.  13.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
section  515  (c)  of  the  Career  Compensation 
Act  of  1949,  the  heads  of  the  departments 
concerned',  or  such  subordinates  as  they  may 
designate,  may  from  and  after  October  1, 
1949,  waive  indebtednesses  growing  out  of 
erroneous  payments  of,  and  may  make  any 
and  all  necessary  determinations  and  re¬ 
determinations  as  to  entitlement  to,  allow¬ 
ances  under  the  authority  of  the  Service¬ 
men’s  Dependents  Allowance  Act  of  1942,  as 
amended,  and  make  payments  based  thereon, 
on  applications  filed  by  enlisted  and  former 
enlisted  members  of  the  Army,  Navy,  Marine 
Corps,  Air  Force,  and  Coast  Guard,  or  their 
dependents,  and  not  finally  acted  upon  prior 
to  October  1,  1949,  and  all  such  waivers  and 
determinations  shall  be  final  and  conclusive: 
Provided,  That  in  cases  where  no  deductions 
have  been  made  from  the  pay  of  enlisted 
or  former  enlisted  members  the  allowances 
paid  hereunder  may  be  limited  to  the 
amount  of  the  Government’s  contribution 
to  such  allowances:  And  provided  jurther. 
That  appropriations  available  for  current  pay 
of  enlisted  members  of  the  services  con¬ 
cerned  shall  be  available  for  payments 
authorized  to  be  made  hereunder. 

Sec.  14.  It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress  that 
it  is  not  in  the  national  interest  for  men  to 
inducted,  enlisted,  recalled  to  active  duty, 
or-jetained  in  the  Armed  Forces  who  have 
more,  than  three  dependents  when  such  in- 
ductRjns,  enlistments,  recalls,  or  retentions 
in  the\ervice  would  impose  severe  .financial 
hardship.upon  such  dependents.  The  Secre¬ 
taries  coriDerhed  and  the  Director  of  Selective 
Service  shall  take  cognizance  of  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  Set  in  establishing  policies  under 
which  inductions,  enlistments,  calls  and 
recalls  to  active  ^uty,  reliefg'from  active  duty, 
and  discharges,  will  be  effected.  To  the 
greatest  practicable  extent  consistent  with 
the  needs  of  the  sevfepal  armed  services,  the 
Secretaries  thereof  shall  refrain  from  em¬ 
ploying  in  active  service  any  person  in  any 
enlisted  grade  below  thaVfor  which  pay  of 
grade  E-4  is  provided  if  suafe  person  (a)  has 
more  than  three  dependents!  as  dependents 
are  defined  in  section  102  (g)-^pf  the  Career 
Compensation  Act  of  1949,  and'(-b)  does  not 
have  meaiis  which,  when  included  with  the 
service  pay  and  allowances  to  whic^he  is  or 
would  be  entitled  on  active  duty,  would  en¬ 
able  .him  to  provide  adequate  support  for 
such  dependents. 

Sec.  15.  This  act  shall  be  effective  fr 
July  1,  1950,  except  that  the  allotment  rfc 
quirements  of  this  act  shall  not  be  a  condi  3 
tion  precedent  to  the  entitlement  to  a  basic 
allowance  for  quarters  prior  to  the  second 
month  following  the  month  in  which  this 
act  is  enacted. 

Sec.  16.  This  act  shall  terminate  on  April 
30,  1953. 

Sec.  17.  This  act  may  be  cited  as  the  “De¬ 
pendents  Assistance  Act  of  1950.” 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  Mr.  President,  this  is 
not  a  complicated  bill.  If  Senators  will 
give  me  their  attention  for  not  more 
than  10  minutes,  I  can  give  them  a  com¬ 
plete  picture  of  what  the  bill  does. 

In  the  enlisted  strength  of  the  Army, 
Navy,  and  Air  Force,  there  are  seven 
grades  running  from  recruit,  which  is 
grade  1,  up  to  master  sergeant  or  its 
equivalent,  the  latter  being  the  highest 
grade  shown  on  the  chart,  and  the  for¬ 
mer  being  the  lowest  grade  shown  on 
the  chart. 

The  Career  Compensation  Act  passed 
some  months  ago  provided  that  when  a 
man  became  a  corporal,  or  a  sergeant, 
or  a  master  sergeant,  he  would  receive 
an  allowance  of  $67.50  a  month  if  it  was 
not  possible  to  take  care  of  him  on  the 


military  reservation  where  he  was  sta¬ 
tioned.  If  there  were  quarters  on  the 
reservation  he  did  not  receive  the  al¬ 
lowance.  If  he  was  on  recruiting  duty 
and  away  from  the  station  he  received 
the  allowance  for  his  quarters... 

In  the  three  lowest  grades,  as  Senators 
will  see  on  the  chart,  there  was  no  allow¬ 
ance  for  quarters,  because  men  who  were 
first  class  privates,  privates,  and  recruits, 
were  ostensibly  enlisted  men,  and  they 
were  sent  to  camp,  and  quarters  were 
provided  them  there  by  the  Government. 
So  much  for  this  column  which  explains 
the  allowance  for  quarters. 

If  the  man  had  a  wife  he  received 
$67.50.  If  he  had  a  wife  and  one  child 
he  received  $67.50.  That  was  the  ar¬ 
rangement  made  with  respect  to  allow¬ 
ance  for  quarters. 

When  the  Career  Compensation  Act 
was  passed  some  months  ago,  in  order 
to  draw  men  into  the  armed  services 
new  pay  scales  were  adopted  based'  on 
the  increased  cost  of  living,  and  in  or¬ 
der  to  encourage  men  to  remain  in  the 
service.  The  minimum  for  the  highest 
grade,  grade  7,  of  a  master  sergeant  with 
13  years’  service,  was  $198.45,  whereas 
when  a  man  first  came  into  the  service 
he  received  $75  only.  The  pay  scales 
were  designed  to  keep  a  man  in  the  serv¬ 
ice,  and  induce  him  to  make  a  career  of 
the  Army. 

When  we  came  to  taking  care  of  the 
wife,  or  the  wife  and  one  child,  or  the 
wife  and  two  children,  we  hit  upon  a 
very  simple  formula,  and  here  is  all  there 
is  to  the  family  allowance  bill.  If  a 
man  goes  into  the  service,  a  drafted 
man,  we  will  say,  and  he  has  a  wife, 
for  the  first  4  months  he  receives  only 
$75  a  month  pay,  and  he  leaves  his  wife 
at  home,  because  he  is  sent  to  camp, 
and  there  are  no*  quarters  for  his  wife. 
So  that  in  the  case  of  the  private  the 
$45  allowed  him  for  quarters  goes  to  his 
wife.  Of  the  $75  which  he  earns  in  pay, 
$40  goes  to  his  wife,  and  these  two  sums 
added  together  make  $85  that  the  wife 
receives.  That  leaves  him  $35  of  his 
$75.  He  has  given  $40  to  his  wife  and 
he  receives  $45  for  quarters,  as  shown 
in  the  column  of  the  chart  here,  which 
makes  $35.  I  am  going  over  that  again 
a  minute,  because  it  may  be  a  little 
hird  to  get  the  first  time,  but  the  sec¬ 
ond  time  I  think  everyone  will  under¬ 
stand  it. 

Mr.  'LUCAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TYDINGS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LUCAS.  Does  the  $85  go  direct 
to  the  wife,\)r  does  it  go  through  the 
soldier? 

Mr.  TYDINGS,  It  goes  direct  to  the 
wife. 

Now  let  us  take  tlve  case  of  a  sergeant 
of  the  higher  grade ,  with  more  years 
experience;  we  will  sSjr  about  10  years 
experience.  He  is  receiving  $139.65  a 
month.  That  is  his  pay  based  on  lon¬ 
gevity  and  his  rank.  Let.,  us  assume 
that  he  has  a  wife  and  one  child,  or  two 
dependents.  First  we  give  to-yhis  wife 
and  child,  as  shown  on  the  chhrt,  the 
$67.50  that  he  now  receives  forequar¬ 
ters,  because  he  is  in  Career,  we  .will 
assume.  His  wife  and  child  receivethe 
allowance  for  quarters.  We  take  from 
’  the  pay  of  the  man  $60,  and  we  add  that 
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fteel,  if  we  dispose  of  the  conference  re¬ 
port  and  the  final  deficiency  bill  by  Fri- 
day^hat  the  legislation  remaining  on 
the  program  would  call  for  a  Saturday 
session.'.  So  I  want  that  to  appear  in 
the  Recced,  because  my  previous  state¬ 
ment  was^a  flat  statement  that  there 
would  be  a  Saturday  session.  There  will 
be  if  we  do  not  dispose  of  the  final  defi¬ 
ciency  appropriation  bill. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS,,  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  y\d. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  I  want 
to  ask  just  what  the  situation  is  regard¬ 
ing  the  printing  of  the  Bill.  We  have 
for  the  first  time  a  one-package  budget 
which  means  that  we  bringVthe  entire 
bill  with  all  of  its  10  or  mor^,  chapters 
to  the  floor  at  one  time,  not  as\in  pre¬ 
vious  years,  each  department  sep^ately. 
There  are  many  items  in  all  sections  in 
which  various  Members  of  the  HouseVre 
interested.  My  concern  is,  as  I  thir 
expressed  already  by  the  gentleman  fror 
New  York,  about  printed  copies  of  the 
bill.  Will  there  be  printed  copies  of  the 
bill  and  printed  copies  of  the  report 
available  for  all  Members  of  the'  House 
when  we  discuss  the  conference  report 
if  it  is  brought  in  under  the  request  made 
by  the  gentleman  from  Missouri? 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  the  inquiry  of  the  gentleman 
from  New  York,  which  includes  the  in¬ 
quiry  of  the  gentleman  from  California, 
as  both  gentlemen  are  doubtless  aware, 
that  portion  of  the  conference  report 
on  the  chapter  dealing  with  the  Inde¬ 
pendent  Offices  appropriation  to  which 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  has  re¬ 
ferred,  is  already  in  print  and  will  be 
made  available  to  the  members  of  the 
committee  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS  of  California.  I  am 
not  asking  specifically  about  that.  Like 
all  other  Members  of  the  House,  there 
are  items  in  other  sections  of  the  bill 
that  we  will  not  see  until  the  conference 
report  comes  to  the  floor.  Will  there 
be  a  printed  copy  of  the  bill  and  printed 
copy  of  the  report  in  our  hands? 

Mr.  CANNON.  As  soon  as  sufficient 
copies  can  be  secured  from  the  Printing 
Office  they  will  be  made  immediately' 
available  to  all  Members. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  wilV'the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TABER.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Several  subyhmmittees 
have  had  conferences  withfthe  Senate 
and  we  have  come  to  agreements  on  the 
amounts  to  be  allowed  f^r  most  depart¬ 
ments.  But  there  is  ode  very  important 
item  that  has  not  yebmeen  decided,  that 
is  the  question  of  dhe  percentage  cuts 
contained  in  the,Byrd-Bridges  amend¬ 
ment  adopted  by’The  Senate  which  calls 
for  a  10  percent  cut  in  some  departments 
of  the  Government,  and  the  Thomas- 
Taber-Jens^  amendments  which  also 
provided  Jro r  reductions  in  the  cost  of 
government  which  was  passed  by  the 
House/also  the  foreign  aid  item  has  not 
agreed  to  in  conference.  Will 
conferees  come  to  a  meeting  of  minds 
what  those  percentage  cuts  shall 
5e  and  “will  that  all  be  included  in  the 


conference  report  as  it  comes  to  the 
House  under  the  request  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Cannon]  has  just 
made  so  that  the  membership  of  the 
House  will  know  what  each  of  the  thou¬ 
sands  of  items  in  the  bill  are  to  receive 
when  we  consider  the  conference  report 
in  the  House? 

Mr.  CANNON.  We  meet  in  what  I 
trust  will  be  the  final  conference  tomor¬ 
row  morning.  At  that  time  the  matters 
to  which  the  gentleman  refers  will  be 
taken  up  and  disposed  of  and  will  be 
included  in  the  conference  report.  No 
report  will  be  brought  to  the  House  that 
is  not  complete  or  does  not  include  all 
chapters  of  the  bill.  The  material  and 
information  which  the  gentleman  desires 
will  be  carried  in  the  report  when  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  House. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Of  course,  it  is  custo¬ 
mary  after  the  full  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  considers  a  bill  that  it  lay  over 
three  legislative  days  in  order  to  give  the 
Congress  and  the  American  people  an 
^opportunity  to  know  what  is  in  the  bill. 

re  request  of  the  gentleman  would 
f  enclose  the  Members  of  the  House  frogd 
havkig  any  time  to  study  the  bill  ay  it 
corn^T out  of  conference;  neither  will  it 
give  tH^  press  an  opportunity  to  jjiform 
the  American  people.  Time  is  not  so 
pressing  toget  out  of  here  that  we  should 
be  in  such  ltoste  to  pass  this  bill  which 
amounts  to  ^Considerably  ovfer  $30,000,- 
000,000  withofl^  full  consideration.  I 
think  the  Members  of  pbngress  should 
know  exactly  whaVis  jn  the  conference 
report  when  it  comeSUSO  the  floor  instead 
of  bringing  it  to  the'  Spor  incomplete. 

Mr.  CANNON.  The  €  days  to  which 
the  gentleman  rfefers  dcV  not  apply  to 
conference  repots.  That  applies  to  bills 
reported  originally  by  theVjommittee. 
Clause  2  of  .jfhle  XXVIH,  andlfeat  is  the 
only  provision  that  affects  the  Situation, 
provides, -i;hat  a  conference  report  shall 
be  printed  in  the  Record.  There no 
other-provision  for  delay  and  none  is  ous- 
tornSry  under  the  practice  of  the  HouS 
r.  JENSEN.  And  shall  lay  over 
ay? 

Mr.  CANNON.  It  lies  over  1  day  when 
it  is  printed  in  the  Record.  That  is  why 
we  are  making  this  unanimous-consent 
request.  I  have  conferred  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York,  the  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations,  and  he  is  agreeable  to 
taking  up  the  conference  report  tomor¬ 
row  if  copies  are  provided  in  advance  to 
members  of  the  committee.  We  hope  to 
dispose  of  it  on  tomorrow,  and  on  the 
following  day  take  up  the  last  deficiency 
bill  and  dispose  of  that  in  1  day,  and  so 
complete  the  appropriation  program  for 
the  session. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  The  gentleman  will  ad¬ 
mit  that  unless  the  conferees  agree  on 
these  percentage  cuts  that  are  in  the 
general  provisions,  and  the  gentleman 
knows  the  amendments  that  were  offered 
in  the  House  and  Senate  and  passed  by 
the  House  and  Senate,  to  which  I  re¬ 
ferred,  along  with  the  foreign-aid  item, 
not  a  single  Member  of  Congress  will 
know  exactly  what  any  item  is  going  to 
receive  unless  it  is  agreed  to  by  the  con¬ 


ferees  before  the  conference  repor 
comes  to  the  House.  Let  us  take  sfti 
item  for  a  thousand  dollars,  as  aru4x- 
ample;  the  conferees  agree  undaf  the 
Taber  -  Thomas  -  Jensen  -  Byrd-JBridges 
amendments  that  the  item  sjrfould  be 
cut  5  percent,  so  the  amount  will  be  $950. 
But  the  Members  will  not  knrow  whether 
it  will  be  a  5-percent  cut  or  a  6-percent 
cut  or  a  10-percent  cut  no  cut,  so  we 
are  appropriating  in  the  dark  unless  the 
conferees  bring  in  a 'complete  bill  on 
every  chapter  together  including  the 
proposed  percentage  cuts  to  which  I  have 
referred.  J 

Mr.  CANNOlff  I  can  assure  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  ,mo  Member  of  the  House 
will  be  askpd  to  pass  upon  this  confer¬ 
ence  repptt,  or  any  part  of  it,  until 
everyone'  has  been  afforded  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  familiarize  himself  with  every 
featq/e  of  the  report. 

TS0r.  TABER.  May  I  ask  one  more 
question?  Does  the  House  act  first  upon 
this  conference  report  or  does  the  Sen- 


Mr.  CANNON.  The  House  acts  first. 
We  have  the  papers  and  vote  first. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  Idaho.  Mi'.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CANNON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Idaho. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  Idaho.  I  have  lis¬ 
tened  very  carefully  to  the  colloquy  be¬ 
tween  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
and  the  gentleman  from  Iowa,  and  I 
failed  to  hear  or  understand  that  the 
deficiency  bill  will  be  printed  and  in  the 
hands  of  the  Members  of  this  House  be¬ 
fore  they  are  called  upon  to  vote  on  it. 

Mr.  CANNON.  It  will  be  reported  to¬ 
morrow  but  will  not  be  taken  up  until 
the  following  day.  Copies  will  be  in  the 
hands  of  my  friend  from  Idaho  tomor¬ 
row,  and  he  will  have  from  then  until 
the  following  afternoon  to  study  the  bill 
in  detail. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  Idaho.  In  other  words, 
the  printed  copy  of  the  conference  re¬ 
port  and  the  printed  copy  of  the  de¬ 
ficiency  bill  will  be  in  the  hands  of  the 
^Members  of  Congress  and  can  be  studied 
them  before  we  are  called  upon  to 
fce? 

CANNON.  Printed  copies  of  both 
will  flfc  available  to  all  Members  of  the 
House  tomorrow. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  wifi  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CANNteN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  HOFFMAItof  Michigan.  Is  it  not 
the  gentleman’s  fleinion  that  whatever 
the  conference  reptot  may  contain,  it 
will  be  adopted;  that  there  is  no  use 
talking  about  it? 

Mr.  CANNON.  I  trusVthat  the  con¬ 
ference  report  will  be  so  iVtisfactory  to 
all  members  of  the  Committaeon  Appro¬ 
priations  on  both  sides  of  theuaisle  and 
to  all  Members  of  the  House  asto  meet 
with  their  complete  approval. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan, 
the  gentleman  means  is  it  does  not ; 
any  difference  how  we  vote  over 
the  conference  report  will  be  adopted 
anyway;  is  that  it? 
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Mr.  CANNON.  If  this  House  votes 
down  the  conference  report  it  will  not 
be  adopted. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri? 

There  .was  no  objection. 

FEDERAL-AID  ROAD  ACT 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Speaker, 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  take  from 
the  Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941) 
to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal  - 
Aid  Road  Act,  approved  July  11,  1916 
(39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
continuing  the  construction  of  highways, 
and  for  other  purposes,  with  Senate 
amendments  thereto,  disagree  to  the 
Senate  amendments  and  agree  to  the 
conference  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  appoints  the  following, 
conferees:  Messrs.  Whittington,  Buck- 
ley  of  New  York,  Larcade,  Fallon,  Don- 
dero,  Cunningham,  and  McGregor. 

•  ■ADMIMIOTRATt¥S-  EKPBNOg8'”IW  •¥&&'•  ~ 

GOVERNMENT  SERVICE 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  9430)  to 
amend  the  act  entitled  “An  act  to  author¬ 
ize  certain  administrative  expenses  in  the 
Government  service,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,’’  approved  August  2, 1946  (60  Stat. 
806),  to  simplify  administration  in  the 
Government  service,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois? 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  reserving  the  right  to  object, 
will  the  gentleman  explain  the  bill? 

Mr.  DAWSON.  I  will  be  glad  to.  This 
is  a  bill  that  came  before  our  commit¬ 
tee.  It  had  adequate  hearings  and  it 
was  voted  out  unanimously  by  all  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee  with  the  recom¬ 
mendation  that  it  be  passed. 

This  bill  is  entitled  a  bill  to  amend  the, 
act  entitled  “An  act  to  authorize  certahfi 
administrative  expenses  in  the  Goverfi- 
ment  service,  and  for  other  purposes,” 
approved  August  2,  1946  (60  Stat,>806), 
to  simplify  administration  in  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  service,  and  for  other  purposes. 
The  bill  by  its  provisions  tourfmes  upon 
the  question  of  transportation  and  travel 
for  civilians  in  Governmej 

When  civilian  officers  a/a  employees  of 
the  United  States  are  ofi  duty  at  places 
designated  by  the  headC  of  their  respec¬ 
tive  departments  or  agancies  as  within  zones 
from  which  their  immediate  families  should 
be  evacuated  for  military  or  other  reasons 
which  create  imnfinent  danger  to  life  or 
property,  or  advise  living  conditions  seri¬ 
ously  affecting Jme  health,  safety,  or  accom¬ 
modations  of/said  families,  or  upon  trans¬ 
fer  or  assignment  to  duty  of  such  civilian 
officers  anyemployees  to  places  where  their 
immediay  families  are  not,  for  the  afore¬ 
said  rea/dons,  permitted  to  accompany  them, 
their  immediate  families  and  household  goods 
transported  at  Government  expense, 
&r  such  regulations  as  the  heads  of  their 
respective  departments  and  agencies  may 
rescribe. 


Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  The 
gentleman  means  that  the  man  has  to 
live  up  to  his  year  contract  or  he  is 
obliged  to  return  the  money  to  the  Treas¬ 
ury? 

Mr.  DAWSON.  That  is  right.  It 
makes  it  a  debt  that  is  recoverable. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  How 
does  that  differ  from  the  procedure  at 
the  present  time? 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Well,  it  is  not  recover¬ 
able  now  by  law. 

1  Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  I  un¬ 
derstand  the  present  law  is  that  you 
.have  to  live  3  years  abroad  before  the 
■  Government  will  pay  your  expenses 
■back. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  Different  depart¬ 
ments  have  entered  into  different  con¬ 
tracts.  Sometimes  it  provides  that  a 
person  shall  stay  for  the  period  of  a 
year,  particularly,  we  will  say,  in  Guam 
or  Okinawa  and  places  like  that,  where 
conditions  are  hazardous,  or  where  the 
hardships  are  many.  Then  if  they  break 
their  contract,  after  the  Government  has 
paid  their  expenses  there,  the  Govern; 
ment  can  recover  the  money  that  it  pat 
This  bill  also  makes  provision  that  me 
Government  may  enter  into  a  contact 
for  foreign  service  up  to  3  years  wjth  the 
same  provision  of  travel  and  take  care 


of  trari 
violate  tf 


'ortation.  If  the  payfies  then 


ir  contracts  with 
ment  therk.the  Governme: 
sponsible  fof\the  travel. 

Mr.  MARTHJ  of  Massachusetts. 


e  Govern- 
is  not  re- 

Then 
('the  Government 


does,  sir. 
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And 


all  this  does  is’ 
recover  some  md 

Mi\  DAWSON. 

Mr.  MARTIN 
nothing  else? 

Mr.  DAWSC 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  And 
it  extends  from  1  year  t\  3  years  the 
period  in/  which  the  contract  can  be 
made? 

Mr.  DAWSON.  It  makes  3  tears  the 
maxynum  in  which  the  Government 
“it  enter  into  a  contract.  Tha\does 
mean  the  parties  have  to  return\?ut 
means  they  can  still  go  for  anot: 

3  years  without  the  Government  payin 
their  transportation  back.  It  is  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  simplifying  the  contract  of  trans¬ 
portation  and  travel  and  simply  gives 
legislative  authority  to  what  has  been 
done  and  what  is  being  done  as  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  regulation. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  Is 
this  a  unanimous  report  from  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  committee? 

Mr.  DAWSON.  This  was  a  unani¬ 
mous  report,?  and  it  is  supported  by  the 
Eureau  of  the  Budget,  the  Department 
of  the  Army,  and  by  the  Comptroller 
General. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  I 
yield. 

Mr.  'HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  When 
the  gentleman  states  that  this  is  a  unan¬ 
imous  report,  what  he  means  is  that 
there  was  no  record  vote  against  the 
report. 

This  bill  has  some  merit — a  little.  Of 
course,  just  as  practically  all  legisla¬ 
tion  does  today,  it  opens  the  door  to  the 


payment  of  additional  sums  by  the  Gov/ 
ernment  to  individuals,  in  this  case  \yho 
are  in  the  Federal  employ.  That  is  q#out 
what  it  amounts  to. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  Will 
the  gentleman  explain  that  pojftt  a  little 
more  thoroughly? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  As  to 
how  it  opens  the  door? 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  Yes. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Well,  it 
lets  a  new  class  of  employees  have  ex¬ 
penses  when  they  came  back.  But  I  will 
say  to  the  majorhfy  leader - 

Mr.  MARTIN /K  Massachusetts.  I  am 
on  the  minorit 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  will 
say  as  the  yanking  minority  member  of 
that  coimnittee  that  I  can  see  nothing 
to  be  gained  by  opposing  it.  I  have 
noticed^ over  the  last  8  to  10  years  that 
this  type  of  legislation  which  always  in- 
cremes  the  compensation  to  be  paid  Fed¬ 
eral  employees  goes  through,  and  I  have 
earned  that  lesson.  You  know  what 
'the  Bible  says  about  “kicking  against  the 
pricks,”  and  this  is  one  of  those  cases 
and  there  is  no  use,  and  I  am  not 
objecting. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  I 
yield. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  would  say  that 
what  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  says 
is  correct,  in  that  it  brings  a  new  class 
of  evacuees  under  the  obligation  of  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  to  pay 
for  their  transportation,  such  as  oc¬ 
curred  recently  in  Seoul,  where  civilian 
employees  of  the  Government  had  to  be 
evacuated.  This  provides  that  those 
people  will  be  given  transportation 
home.  We  feel  it  is  a  moral  right  that 
they  should  be  given  that  transportation 
home. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  That 
is  a  little  different  from  what  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois  first  stated.  He 
said  that  this  would  be  to  help  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  get  some  money. 

Mr.  DAWSON.  It  does  help  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  get  some  money  in  one  of  its 
provisions,  and  I  will  come  to  another 
provision  where  it  is  for  the  purpose  of 
iking  care  of  civilian  employees  of  Gov- 
efliment  who  are  in  areas  which  the 
Government  deems  dangerous,  either  for 
militStty  reasons  or  for  reasons  of  health 
or  hazardous  for  any  other  reason. 

Mr.  Ml^RTIN  of  Massachusetts.  How 
much  mongy  will  this  cost  the  Govern¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  DAWSON.  To  say  how  much  it 
would  cost,  iNcould  not  answer  that, 
because  I  do  noVxontemplate  there  will 
be  any  additiona\cost,  other  than  the 
expense  we  are  no\^  being  put  to  as  a 
result  of  now  doingvwhat  this  would 
authorize  to  be  done.\This  gives  legis¬ 
lative  authority  to  cut  through  the  red 
tape  and  to  do  what  we  are  now  doing. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  How 
are  you  getting  the  money  toNjo  it  now? 
You  say  that  you  are  not  supposed  to  do 
it,  but  that  you  do  do  it.  HowN|re  you 
doing  it? 

Mr.  DAWSON.  There  are  many 
things  that  are  done  through  red  t\pe 
where  the  authority  rests  generally  wit: 
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Mr.  Whittington,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 


CONFERENCE  REPORT 


[To  accompany  H.  R.  7941] 


The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to 
amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act,  approved  July  11, 
1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  continuing  the  construction  of  highways,  and  for 
other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed 
to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following:  That  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  {39  Stat. 
355),  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary  thereto,  and  for 
continuing  the  construction  and  reconstruction  of  highways  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  approved 
December  20,  1944  (38  Stat.  838),  as  amended  and  supplemented  by  the 
Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948  {62  Stat.  1105),  there  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $500 ,000 ,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953. 

The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  available  for 
expenditure  as  folio ws : 

{a)  $225,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  highway  system. 

(6)  $150,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway 
system  or  as  may  hereafter  be  added  to  such  system  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  paragraph  {b)  of  section  3  of  the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1944  {58  Stat.  838),  as  amended  and  supplemented  by  the  Federal  Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1948  {62  Stat.  1105):  Provided,  That  such  funds  shall 
be  expended  on  the  secondary  and  feeder  roads,  farm-to-market  roads ,  rural 
mail  routes,  public  school  bus  routes,  local  rural  roads,  county  roads, 
township  roads,  and  roads  of  the  county-road  class,  with  types  of  construe- 
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tion  that  can  be  maintained  at  reasonable  cost  to  provide  all-weather 
service ,  and  the  projects  for  construction  shall  be  selected  and  the  specifica¬ 
tions  with  respect  thereto  shall  be  determined  by  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  and  the  appropriate  local  officials  in  cooperation  with  each  other. 
This  provision  shall  net  be  construed  to  modify  any  of  the  other  provisions 
of  paragraph  (b)  of  section  3  of  the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  ( 58 
Stat.  838),  as  amended  by  the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948  (62  Stat. 
1105). 

(c)  $125,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid-highway  system  in 
urban  areas. 

The  said  sums  respectively,  for  any  fiscal  year,  shall  be  apportioned 
among  the  several  States  in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  and  in 
accordance  with  the  formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal- Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1944  approved  December  20,  1944:  Provided,  That  the 
census  figures  used  in  making  said  apportionments  shall  be  those  shown 
by  the  latest  available  Federal  census. 

Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  provisions  of  this  section 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in  that  State  for  two  fiscal  years  after 
the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  are  authorized,  and  any 
amount  so  apportioned  remaining  unexpended  at  the  end  of  such  period 
shall  lapse :  Provided,  That  such  funds  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  deemed 
to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the  sums  apportioned 
to  the  State  for  such  fiscal  year  is  covered  by  formal  agreements  with  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  for  the  improvement  of  specific  projects 
as  provided  by  this  Act. 

Sec.  2.  Any  State  desiring  to  avail  itself  of  the  benefits  of  the  funds 
apportioned  for  expenditure  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system 
shall  establish  in  its  State  highway  department  within  six  months  after 
the  close  of  the  next  regular  session  of  its  legislature,  a  secondary  road 
unit  and  such  department  shall  be  suitably  organized  to  discharge  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  the  duties  herein  required: 
Provided,  That  any  State  highway  department  may  arrange  with  any 
county  or  group  of  counties  having  competent  highway  engineering  per¬ 
sonnel,  suitably  organized  and  equipped  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  State 
highway  department,  to  supervise  construction  and  maintenance  on  a 
county-unit  or  group-unit  basis  for  the  construction  and  maintenance  of 
secondary  road  projects:  Provided  further,  That  the  term  “ county ”  as 
used  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  to  include  corresponding  units  of 
government  under  any  other  name  in  States  which  do  not  have  county 
organizations ,  and  likewise  in  those  States  in  which  the  county  govern¬ 
ment  does  not  have  jurisdiction  over  highways  it  may  be  construed  to 
mean  any  local  governmental  unit  vested  with  jurisdiction  over  local 
highways. 

Sec.  3.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  23  of 
the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  218),  as  amended  and  supplemented, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the 
sum  of  $20,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like 
sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953;  (2)  for  forest  development 
roads  and  trails  the  sum  of  $17 ,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953;  and 
(3)  for  forest  highways  within,  adjoining,  or  adjacent  to  the  Tongass  Na¬ 
tional  Forest,  the  additional  sum  of  $3 ,500 ,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1951,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952, 
to  provide  for  the  improvement  and  extension  of  the  highway  facilities  to 
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serve  the  present  and  potential  traffic  incident  to  the  further  development 
of  the  timber  and  other  resources  of  southeastern  Alaska:  Provided,  That 
immediately  upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  the  appropriation  herein  author¬ 
ized  for  forest  highways  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  80,  1952,  shall  be 
apportioned  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  expenditure  in  the  several 
States,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico,  according  to  the  area  and  value  of  the 
land  owned  by  the  Government  within  the  national  forests  therein  which 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  hereby  directed  to  determine  and  certify  to 
him  from  such  information,  sources,  and  departments  as  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  may  deem  most  accurate,  and  hereafter,  on  or  before  Janu¬ 
ary  1  next  preceding  the  commencement  of  each  succeeding  fiscal  year  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  make  like  apportionment  of  the  appropria¬ 
tion  authorized  for  such  fiscal  year:  Provided  further ,  That  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  of  Public  Roads  may  incur  obligations,  approve  projects,  and  enter 
into  contracts  under  the  apportionment  of  such  authorizations ,  and  his 
action  in  so  doing  shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of  the  Federal 
Government  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  thereof:  Provided  further,  That 
the  appropriations  made  pursuant  to  authorizations  heretofore,  herein, 
I  and  hereafter  enacted  for  forest  highways  shall  be  considered  available  to 
the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  for  the  purpose  of  discharging  the 
obligations  created  hereunder  in  any  State  or  Territory:  Provided  further, 
That  the  total  expenditures  on  account  of  any  State  or  Territory  shall  at 
no  time  exceed  its  authorized  apportionment:  And  provided  further ,  That 
appropriations  for  forest  highways  shall  be  administered  in  conformity 
with  regulations  jointly  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Sec.  (a)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  improvement,  and 
maintenance  of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive  of  necessary  bridges,  in  na¬ 
tional  parks,  monuments,  and  other  areas  administered  by  the  National 
Park  Service,  including  areas  authorized  to  be  established  as  national 
parks  and  monuments,  and  national  park  and  monument  approach 
roads  authorized  by  the  Ad  of  January  81,  1931  (46  Stat.  1053),  as 
amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of 
$10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953:  Provided,  lhat  hereafter  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and  improvement  of  such  park 
and  monument  roads  shall  be  administered  in  conformity  with  regulations 

I  jointly  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce. 

(b)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  improvement,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  parkways,  authorized  by  Acts  of  Congress,  on  lands  to  which 
title  is  vested  in  the  United  States,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  the  sum  of  $13,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952, 
and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  SO,  1953:  Provided,  That 
hereafter  appropriations  for  the  construction  of  parkways  shall  be  ad¬ 
ministered  in  conformity  with  regulations  jointly  approved  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce:  Provided  further, 
That  $3 ,000 ,000  of  the  sum  authorized,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1952.  shall  be  available  for  contract  immediately  upon  the  passage 
of  this  Act. 

(c)  For  the  construction,  improvement,  and  maintenance  of  Indian 
reservation  roads  and  bridges  and  roads  and  bridges  to  provide  access  to 
Indian  reservations  and  Indian  lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act 
approved  May  26,  1928  (45  Stat.  750),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  the  sum  of  $6,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958:  Provided, 
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That  the  location,  type ,  and  design  of  all  roads  and  bridges  constructed 
shall  be  approved  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Boads  before  any  ex¬ 
penditures  are  made  thereon,  and  all  such  construction  shall  be  under  the 
general  supervision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Boads. 

Sec.  5.  Any  State,  county,  city,  or  other  political  subdivision  that 
shall  issue  bonds  and  use  the  proceeds  of  such  bonds  for  the  construction 
of  toll-f  ree  facilities  in  order  to  accelerate  the  improvement  of  the  National 
System  of  Interstate  Highways,  the  Federal-aid  primary  highway  system 
or  the  Federal-aid  highway  system  in  urban  areas ,  may  apply  any  portion 
of  the  funds  herein,  or  hereafter,  authorized  for  expenditure  on  said  sys¬ 
tems  of  highways  and  apportioned  to  such  State  under  the  provisions  of 
section  1  to  aid  in  retirement  of  annual  maturities  of  the  principal 
indebtedness  of  such  bonds  to  the  extent  that  the  proceeds  of  such  bonds 
are  actually  expended  in  the  construction  of  said  systems  of  highivays: 
Provided,  That  payment  of  Federal  funds  on  the  principal  indebtedness 
of  such  bonds  shall  be  made  only  on  account  of  any  such  facility  that  is 
constructed  in  accordance  with  plans  and  specifications  approved  in 
advance  of  construction  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Boads:  Provided 
further,  That  payment  of  Federal  funds  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall 
not  exceed  the  pro  rata  basis  authorized  by  section  1:  And  provided 
further,  That  payments  to  any  State  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be 
made  exclusively  from  apportionments  to  such  State  from,  funds  authorized 
by  the  Congress  to  be  apportioned  for  expenditure  on  said  systems  of 
highways  and  this  subsection  shall  not  be  construed  as  a  commitment  or 
obligation  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  to  provide  such  funds. 

Sec.  6.  That  section  14-  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  approved  Novem¬ 
ber  9,  1921  (. 42  Stat.  212),  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  14.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  State  to  maintain  any  highway 
within  its  boundaries  after  construction  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act. 
If  at  any  time  the  Commissioner  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Boads  shall 
find  that  a  ny  such  highway  in  any  State  is  not  being  properly  maintained 
he  shall  call  such  fact  to  the  attention  of  the  highway  department  of  such 
State  and  if  within  ninety  days  after  receipt  of  such  notice-  said  highway 
has  not  been  put  in  a  proper  condition  of  maintenance,  then  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Public  Boads  shall  withhold  approval  of  f  urther  projects  in 
such  State  until  such  highway  has  been  restored  to  a  proper  condition  of 
maintenance:  Provided,  That  in  any  State  wherein  the  highway  depart¬ 
ment  is  without  legal  authority  to  maintain  a  highway  so  constructed 
as  a  secondary  or  an  urban  road  project  the  highway  department  of  such 
State  shall  enter  into  a  formal  agreement  with  the  appropriate  officials 
of  the  county  or  city  in  which  such  highway  is  located  for  its  maintenance, 
and  if  at  any  time  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Boads  shall  find  that 
such  highway  is  not  being  properly  maintained  he  shall  call  such  fact 
to  the  attention  of  the  highway  department  of  such  State  and  if  within 
ninety  days  after  receipt  of  such  notice  said  highway  has  not  been  put 
in  proper  condition  of  maintenance  then  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Boads  shall  withhold  approval  of  further  secondary  or  urban  road  projects 
in  such  county  or  city  until  said  highway  shall  have  been  placed  in  a 
proper  condition  of  maintenance .” 

Sec.  7.  That  subsection  (a)  of  section  5  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1944,'  approved  December  20,  1944  {58  Stat.  838),  is  hereby 
amended  by  increasing  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  the  costs 
of  rights-of-way  from  “ one-third ”  to  not  to  exceed  “ one-half  ’  of  such  costs. 

Sec.  8.  Section  3a  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  November  9,  1921 , 
as  amended  by  the  Act  of  February  20,  1931  {46  Stat.  1173),  is  hereby 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 
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“Sec.  8a.  That  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  to  cooperate 
with  the  State  hiyhway  departments  and  with  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  in  the  construction  of  public  highways  within  Indian  reserva¬ 
tions  and  national  parks  and  monuments  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior,  and  to  pay  the  amount  assumed  therefor  from 
the  funds  allotted  or  apportioned  under  this  Act  to  the  State  wherein  the 
reservations  and  national  parks  and  monuments  are  located.” 

Sec.  9.  Not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  of  any  money  heretofore  or  hereafter 
appropriated  for  expenditure  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal  Highway  Act,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  shall  be  available 
for  expenditure  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads,  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  as  amended  and  supplemented, 
as  an  emergency  relief  fund,  after  receipt  of  an  application  therefor  from 
the  highway  department  of  any  State,  in  the  repair  or  reconstruction  of 
highways  and  bridges  on  the  primary  or  secondary  Federal-aid  highway 
systems,  which  he  shall  find  have  suffered  serious  damage  as  the  result  of 
disaster  over  a  wide  area,  such  as  by  floods,  hurricanes,  tidal  waves,  earth¬ 
quakes,  severe  storms,  landslides,  or  other  catastrophes  in  any  part  of  the 
United  States,  and  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  any  sum 
or  sums  necessary  to  reimburse  the  funds  so  expended  from  time  to  time 
under  the  authority  of  this  section:  Provided,  That  no  expenditures  shall 
be  made  with  respect  to  any  such  catastrophe  in  any  State  unless  an  emer¬ 
gency  has  been  declared  by  the  Governor  of  such  State  and  concurred  in  by 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce :  Provided  further,  That  the  Federal  share 
payable  on  account  of  any  repair  or  reconstruction  project  provided  for  by 
funds  made  available  under  this  section  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of 
the  cost  thereof. 

Sec.  10.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  3 
of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  212),  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  June 
24,  1930  (46  Stat.  805),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
the  survey,  construction,  reconstruction,  and  maintenance  of  main  roads 
through  unappropriated  or  unreserved  public  lands,  nontaxable  Indian 
lands,  or  other  Federal  reservations  the  sum  of  $5 ,000 ,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1951 ,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
80,  1952,  to  remain  available  until  expended:  Provided,  That  such  funds 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in  the  lands  hereinbefore  described  on 
the  basis  of  need  in  such  States,  respectively ,  as  determined  by  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Public  Roads  upon  application  of  the  highway  departments 
of  the  respective  States  and  without  regard  to  any  law  for  the  apportion¬ 
ment  of  such  funds  among  said  States:  Provided  further ,  That  $2,500,000 
of  the  sum  authorized  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1951,  shall  be 
available  for  contract  immediately  upon  the  passage  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  11.  (a)  Section  1  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Ad  to  provide  for  co¬ 
operation  with  Central  American  Republics  in  the  construction  of  the 
Inter- American  Highway” ,  approved  December  26,  1941  (55  Stat.  860), 
is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(b)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  in  addition  to  the 
sums  heretofore  authorized,  the  sum  of  $4,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1951,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1952,  to  be  available  until  expended,  to  enable  the  United  States  to  cooperate 
with  the  Governments  of  the  American  Republics  situated  in  Central 
America — that  is,  with  the  Governments  of  the  Republics  of  Costa  Rica, 
El  Salvador,  Guatemala,  Honduras,  Nicaragua,  and  Panama — in  the 
survey  and  construction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway  within  the  borders 
of  the  aforesaid  Republics,  respectively .  Not  to  exceed  $2,000,000  of  the 
appropriation  hereinabove  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  may  be  expended 


6 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1950 


without  requiring  the  country  or  countries  in  which  such  sums  may  be 
expended  to  match  any  part  thereof,  if  the  Secretary  of  State  shall  find  that 
the  cost  of  constructing  said  highway  in  such  country  or  countries  will  be 
beyond  their  reasonable  capacity  to  bear.  The  remainder  of  such  author¬ 
ized  appropriations  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  only  when  matched 
to  the  extent  required  by  this  Act  by  the  country  in  which  such  expenditure 
may  be  made.  Expenditures  from  the  sums  available  on  a  matching  basis 
shall  not  be  made  for  the  survey  and  construction  of  any  portion  of  said 
highway  within  the  borders  of  any  country  named  herein  unless  such 
country  shall  provide  and  make  available  for  expenditure  in  conjunction 
therewith  a  sum  equal  to  at  least  one-third  of  the  expenditures  that  may  be 
incurred  by  that  Government  and  the  United  States  on  such  portion  of  the 
highway.  All  expenditures  by  the  United  States  under  the  provisions 
of  this  Act  for  material,  equipment,  and  supplies  shall,  whenever  practi¬ 
cable,  be  made  for  products  of  the  United  States  or  of  the  country  in  which 
such  survey  or  construction  work  is  being  carried  on.  Construction  work 
to  be  performed  under  contract  shall  be  advertised  for  a  reasonable  period 
by  the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  or  other  similar  official,  of  the  govern¬ 
ment  concerned  in  each  of  the  participating  countries  and  contracts  shall  be 
awarded  pursuant  to  such  advertisements  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  of  the  United  States.  No  part  of  the  appropriations  herein 
authorized  shall  be  available  for  obligation  or  expenditure  for  work  on  said 
highway  in  any  cooperating  country  unless  the  government  of  said  country 
shall  have  assented  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act;  shall  have  furnished 
satisfactory  assurances  that  it  has  an  organization  adequately  qualified  to 
administer  the  functions  required  of  such  country  under  the  provisions 
hereof;  and  then  only  as  such  country  may  submit  requests,  from  time  to 
lime,  for  the  construction  of  any  portion  of  the  highway  to  standards 
adequate  to  meet  present  and  future  traffic  needs:  Provided,  That  no  part  of 
said  appropriations  shall  be  available  for  obligation  or  expenditure  in  any 
such  country  until  the  government  of  that  country  shall  have  entered  into 
an  agreement  with  the  United  States  which  shall  provide,  in  part,  that  said 
country — 

“  (1)  will  provide,  without  participation  of  funds  herein  author¬ 
ized,  all  necessary  right-of-way  for  the  construction  of  said  highway, 
which  right-of-way  shall  be  of  a  minimum  width  where  practicable 
of  one  hundred  meters  in  rural  areas  and  fifty  meters  in  municipalities 
and  shall  forever  be  held  inviolate  as  a  part  of  the  highway  for  public 
use; 

“  (2)  will  not  impose  any  highway  toll,  or  permit  any  such  toll  to 
be  charged,  for  use  by  vehicles  or  persons  of  any  portion  of  said  high¬ 
way  constructed  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act; 

“  ( 3 )  will  not  levy  or  assess,  directly  or  indirectly,  any  fee,  tax, 
or  other  charge  for  the  use  of  said  highway  by  vehicles  or  persons 
from  the  United  States  that  does  not  apply  equally  to  vehicles  or 
persons  of  such  country; 

“(4)  will  continue  to  grant  reciprocal  recognition  of  vehicle 
registration  and  drivers’  licenses  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Convention  for  the  Regulation  of  Inter- American  Automotive 
Traffic,  which  was  opened  for  signature  at  the  Pan  American  Union 
in  Washington  on  December  15,  1943,  and  to  which  such  country 
and  the  United  States  are  parties,  or  of  any  other  treaty  or  interna¬ 
tional  convention  establishing  similar  reciprocal  recognition;  and 

“  ( 5 )  will  provide  for  the  maintenance  of  said  highway  after  its 
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completion  in  condition  adequately  to  serve  the  needs  of  present  and 
future  traffic.” 

Sec.  12.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  6  of 
the  Defense  Highway  Ad  of  1941  (55  Stat.  765)  as  amended,  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $10,000,000,  to  remain 
available  until  expended:  Provided,  That  $2,000,000  of  the  sum  author¬ 
ized  by  this  section  shall  be  available  for  contract  immediately  upon  the 
passage  of  this  Act:  Provided  further,  That  the  roads  authorized  to  be 
constructed  under  this  section  shall  be  certified  to  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  as  important  to  the  national  defense  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or 
such  other  official  as  the  President  may  designate. 

Sec.  13.  Any  State  highway  department  which  submits  plans  for  a 
Federal-aid  highway  project  involving  the  bypassing  of  any  city  or  toum 
shall  certify  to  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  that  it  has  had  public 
hearings  and  considered  the  economic  effects  of  such  a  location. 

Sec.  14.  The  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  is  authorized  and  directed 
to  assist  in  carrying  out  the  action  program  of  the  President' s  Highway 
Safety  Conference  and  to  cooperate  with  the  State  highway  departments 
and  other  agencies  in  this  program  to  advance  the  cause  of  safety  on  the 
streets  and  highways:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed  $75,000  shall  be 
expended  annually  for  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

Sec.  15.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944, 
approved  December  20,  1944  ( 58  Stat.  838),  and  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948,  approved  June  29,  1948  (62  Stat. 
1105),  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act,  shall  remain  in  full  force  and 
effect. 

Sec.  16.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  delegate  to  the  Commissioner 
of  Public  Roads  any  authority  vested  in  him  by  this  Act. 

Sec.  17 .  If  any  section,  subsection,  or  other  provisions  of  this  Act  or 
the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance  is  hAd  invalid,  the 
remainder  of  this  Act  and  the  application  of  such  section,  subsection,  or 
other  provision  to  other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected 
thereby. 

Sec.  18.  That  all  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  inconsistent  with 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  hereby  repealed,  and  this  Act  shall  take 
effect  on  its  passage. 

Sec.  19.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “ Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1950”. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Will  M.  Whittington, 
George  H.  Fallon, 

Clifford  Davis, 

J.  WT.  Trimble, 

Geo.  A.  Dondero, 

Paijl  Cunningham, 

J.  Harry  McGregor, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House, 
Dennis  Chavez, 

John  L.  McClellan, 

John  Sparkman, 

Robert  S.  Kerr, 

Arthur  V.  Watkins, 

Geo.  W.  Malone, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE  HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal  Aid 
Highway  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended 
and  supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing  the 
construction  of  highways  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the  following 
statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  by 
the  conferees  and  recommended  in  the  accompanying  conference 
report: 

The  Senate  struck  all  after  the  enacting  clause  of  the  House  bill 
and  inserted  in  lieu  thereof  an  amendment  which  was  a  complete 
substitute  for  the  text  of  the  House  bill.  However,  the  provisions 
of  the  House  bill  and  the  Senate  amendment  were  in  large  part 
identical.  The  following  statement  indicates  the  differences  between 
the  House  bill  and  the  Senate  amendment  and  the  action  of  the 
conferees  with  respect  to  these  differences. 

BILL  AS  AGREED  CARRIES  AMOUNTS  IN  HOUSE  BILL  FOR  PRIMARY, 
SECONDARY,  AND  URBAN  FEDERAL-AID  ROADS 

Section  1  of  the  conference  agreement  and  section  1  of  the  House  bill 
authorize  $500,000,000  for  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  ending 
June  30,  1952,  and  June  30,  1953,  on  the  basis  of  45  percent  for  the 
Federal-aid  primary  system,  30  percent  for  the  Federal-aid  secondary 
system,  and  25  percent  for  the  Federal-aid  urban  system,  thus  author¬ 
izing  $225,000,000  for  the  primary  highway  system,  $150,000,000  for 
the  secondary  highway  system,  and  $125,000,000  for  the  urban  system. 
The  Senate  authorized  the  identical  amount  as  did  the  House  for  the 
Federal-aid  primary  system,  but  reduced  by  $15,000,000  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  the  secondary  highway  system  and  by  $12,500,000  the  author¬ 
ization  for  the  urban  areas.  The  percentages  of  the  availability  of  the 
funds  for  expenditure  was  disrupted  by  the  Senate  amendment  re¬ 
ducing  the  authorizations  for  secondary  highways  and  for  urban  high¬ 
ways.  Inasmuch  as  the  authorization  for  Federal-aid  primary  roads  is 
the  same  in  the  House  and  in  the  Senate  bills,  there  was  no  way  to 
maintain  the  percentage  of  expenditure  of  the  funds  except  to  raise 
the  Senate  authorizations  to  the  amounts  carried  in  the  House  bill. 
There  are  other  reductions,  however,  in  the  bill  as  agreed  to  in  con¬ 
ference  that  make  the  aggregate  of  the  authorizations  both  direct  and 
indirect,  in  the  bill  as  agreed  to  in  conference,  less  than  they  were  in 
the  Senate  bilk 

The  authorization  in  the  bill  as  agreed  to  for  primary,  secondary, 
and  mban  roads  in  the  sum  of  $500,000,000  is  the  same  as  the  amount 
carried  by  the  House  for  these  roads  and  the  amount  recommended  by 
the  President’s  budget. 
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SECONDARY  ROADS 

The  Senate,  in  section  1,  undertook  to  provide  that  secondary 
highway  funds  should  be  spent  only  on  local  rural  roads  or  county 
roads  or  roads  of  the  county  road  class.  The  House  took  the  position 
that  the  language  defining  secondary  and  feeder  roads  in  the  acts  of 
1944  and  1948  should  be  brought  forward  and  that  the  Senate  language 
should  be  modified  so  as  to  promote  the  intent  that  the  secondary 
road  funds  should  be  used  for  the  local  rural  roads  and  roads  of  the 
county  road  class  including  township  roads  as  defined  in  existing  law 

I  with  flexibility  in  the  States  desiring  to  use  the  secondary  funds  on 
the  State  roads  that  were  on  the  secondary  road  system.  The  intent 
of  Congress  is  that  the  funds  shall  be  used  as  directed  on  the  secondary 
and  feeder  roads  as  described  in  the  conference  report.  The  Senate 
language  was  therefore  modified  so  as  to  emphasize  the  use  of  second¬ 
ary  road  funds  on  the  roads  as  defined  in  the  acts  ol  1944  and  i  4 8 , 
and  on  roads  of  the  local  rural  road  and  county  road  class,  with  the 
flexibility  to  accomplish  their  use  as  indicated.  The  language  in  the 
conference  agreement  with  respect  to  secondary  and  feeder  roads 
emphasizes  the  intent  of  Congress  that  local  rural  roads  are  to  be 
constructed.  Among  the  benefits  of  Federal-aid  secondary  roads  is 
that,  as  a  result  of  the  experience  of  all  of  the  States  which  will  be 
made  available  to  each  of  the  States,  a  better  type  of  local  road  will 
be  constructed  that  will  be  an  example  of  a  better  type  of  local  road 
to  the  townships,  counties,  and  States.  W  ith  the  emphasis  on  local 
roads,  the  funds  are  to  be  expended  on  the  secondary  and  feeder 
roads  as  defined  by  the  acts  of  1944  and  1948.  The  conference  agree¬ 
ment  developed  new  language  covering  secondary  roads  which  more 
clearly  defines  the  roads  to  be  included  in  the  Federal-aid  secondary 
highway  system  and  improved  with  Federal-aid  funds.  1  he  new 
language  also  provides  that  the  State  highway  departments  and  the 
local  officials  will  select  the  projects  for  construction  with  these  funds 
and  will  determine  the  specifications  for  their  construction.  Follow¬ 
ing  this  cooperation  projects  will  be  submitted  to  the  Commissioner 
of  Public  Roads  in  the  usual  way. ' 

Section  2  of  the  conference  agreement  includes  section  2  of  the 
Senate  bill  which  requires  a  secondary  road  unit  in  the  State  highway 
departments  to  be  established  within  6  months. 

Section  3  of  the  conference  agreement  retains  the  authorization  of 
section  3  of  the  House  bill  for  $17,500,000  for  forest  roads  and  trails 
and  it  includes  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  bill  authorizing  $3,500,- 
000  for  the  Tongass  National  Forest  in  Alaska,  as  recommended  by  the 
Director  of  the  Budget. 

Section  4  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  the  conference  agreement  is  section 
4  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  the  House  bill  with  a  modification  of  the  House 
provisos  so  as  to  permit  the  construction  as  provided  by  existing  law 
and  so  as  to  provide  for  the  construction,  maintenance,  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  parkways,  in  subsection  (b)  as  provided  by  the  Senate  bill, 
i  under  existing  law,  and  with  contract  authority  for  $3,000,000  in  (b). 
In  section  5  of  the  conference  agreement  the  House  conferees 
1  |]  accepted  the  Senate  amendment  to  eliminate  a  special  authorization 
of  $70,000,000  for  improvement  of  the  national  system  of  interstate 
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highways.  The  House  conferees  also  accepted  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  to  authorize  counties,  cities,  or  other  political  subdivisions,  as 
well  as  States,  to  issue  bonds,  the  proceeds  of  which  would  be  used 
to  accelerate  the  construction  of  toll-free  facilities  on  the  Federal-aid 
primary  and  Federal-aid  urban  systems  and  to  be  reimbursed  for  the 
principal  of  bond  proceeds  so  used  from  future  Federal-aid  apportion¬ 
ments  in  the  legal  pro  rata  for  such  Federal -aid  projects.  All  projects 
financed  in  this  manner  will  be  submitted  to  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  in  the  usual  way  by  the  State  highway  department;  and  future 
payments  of  Federal-aid  funds  to  assist  in  the  retirement  of  the 
principal  of  bonds  issued  by  a  State,  county,  city,  or  other  political 
subdivision  and  used  on  such  projects  will  be  made  to  the  State. 

Sections  6,  7,  and  8  of  the  conference  agreement  are  identical  with 
sections  6,  7,  and  8  of  the  House  and  Senate  bills. 

Section  9  of  the  conference  agreement  is  the  same  as  section  9  of 
the  House  bill  with  the  authorization  reduced  to  $5,000,000  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  section  9  of  the  Senate  bill. 

Section  10  of  the  conference  agreement  is  section  10  of  the  Senate 
bill,  which  authorizes  $5,000,000  a  year  for  2  years  for  construction 
under  the  act  of  1930,  with  modifications.  There  was  no  such  author¬ 
ization  in  the  House  bill. 

Section  1 1  of  the  conference  agreement  authorizes  appropriations  on 
the  Inter- American  Highway  of  $8,000,000  in  2  years  instead  of 
$16,000,000  in  4  years  as  carried  in  the  Senate  bill.  There  was  no 
similar  authorization  in  the  House  bill  but  the  Budget  submitted  a 
recommendation  for  $64,000,000  for  a  period  of  8  years.  The  section 
as  agreed  to  provides  for  a  modification  of  the  Senate  language  by 
striking  out  the  language  with  respect  to  construction  under  contracts 
with  the  government  of  the  country  in  which  the  construction  is  to  be 
done  and  leaves  the  approval  of  works  and  contracts  for  works  to  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  or  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads. 

Section  12  o'  the  conference  agreement  eliminates  section  12  (a)  and 
(b)  of  the  Sen  te  bill  and  provides  in  lieu  thereof  an  authorization  of 
$10,000,000  for  defense  highways  as  provided  by  the  Defense  Highway 
Act  of  1941.  The  Senate  provisions  would  have  deducted  the 
$10,000,000  from  other  road  authorizations  to  be  replaced.  Under 
subsection  (b)  of  the  Senate  section  12  there  was  no  limitation. 
Section  12,  therefore,  in  the  conference  agreement  is  a  material 
reduction  from  the  unlimited  authorizations  in  section  12  (b)  of  the 
Senate  bill. 

Section  13  of  the  conference  agreement  was  not  in  the  House  bill 
and  it  is  section  13  of  the  Senate  bill  as  amended  to  strike  out  villages 
and  to  provide  only  for  hearings  for  bypassing  cities  and  towns. 

Section  14  of  the  conference  agreement  is  section  10  of  the  House 
bill  and  is  identical  with  section  14  of  the  Senate  bill. 

Section  15  of  the  conference  agreement  strikes  out  section  15  (a) 
and  (b)  of  the  Senate  bill  providing  for  the  raising  of  bridges  over 
navigable  streams  at  Federal  expense  with  no  limit  on  the  authoriza¬ 
tion,  and  inserts  in  lieu  thereof  section  5  of  the  House  bill  which  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  acts  of  1944  and  1948  not  inconsistent  with  this  act 
remain  in  full  force  and  effect.  The  conferees  felt  that  inasmuch  as 
there  had  been  no  hearings  in  either  the  Senate  or  the  House  Com- 
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mittee  od  Public  Works  there  should  be  hearings  on  the  raising  of 
bridges  and  that  the  authorizations  should  be  in  a  separate  bill. 

Sections  16,  17,  18,  and  19  of  the  conference  agreement  are  identical 
with  the  same  numbered  sections  of  the  Senate  bill  and  with  sections 
11,  12,  13,  and  14  of  the  House  bill. 

Will  M.  Whit jington, 
George  H.  Fallon, 

Clifford  Davis, 

J.  W.  Trimble, 

Geo.  A.  Dondero, 

J.  Harry  McGregor, 

Paul  Cunningham, 

Managers  on  the  Pait  oj  the  House. 
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•little-business  man,  say,  in  the  State  of 
Kansas  can  use  it.  They  have  to  go  into 
it  and  make  printed  excerpts.  That 
costs  a  little  money.  I  am  sure,  how¬ 
ever,  that  the  expense  will  not  be  very 
great  and  that  in  the  end  it  will  be  self- 
sustaining 

Mr.  REfiS.  You  have  reduced  the 
estimate  from  $1,000,000  to  $200,000. 
There  is  quit^i  difference  between  an 
estimate  for  a  million  and  an  estimate 
for  $200,000. 

Mr.  PRIEST.  Jikt  to  keep  the  record 
straight  on  that  faery  my  statement  was 
that  it  would  be  a  liras  less  than  a  mil¬ 
lion.  Then  I  stated  that  in  the  current 
budget  the  Office  of  Technical  Services 
which  is  already  in  the  Department  of 
Commerce  asked  for  only  $200,000. 

Mr.  REES.  It  is  my  vievX  that  we 
should  hold  down  expenses  as  njuch  as 
possible  and  not  engage  in  unnecessary 
activities  that  do  not  relate  directljKwith 
this  wax- — and  we  are  in  a  war  whetS^er 
it  is  admitted  or  not.  I  am  calling  at¬ 
tention  to  the  additional  expense  bj 
reason  of  this  new  activity.  If  it  is  very 
necessary  and  the  people  of  the  country 
really  want  to  expand  this  activity  and 
spend  the  additional  funds.  I  am  not 
in  position  to  criticize.  I  hope  the  ob¬ 
jective  of  this  legislation  may  be  reached 
without  unnecessary  expenditure  of 
funds. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  has  expired. 

Mi*.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  myself  two  additional 
minutes. 

May  I  say  to  the  gentleman  from  Kan¬ 
sas  that  I  compliment  him  and  I  know 
he  is  sincere,  for  I  know  his  record  in 
supporting  economy. 

Mr.  REES.  I  appreciate  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  statement. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  But  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  under  this  bill  there  will  prob¬ 
ably  have  to  be  some  additional  tempo¬ 
rary  employees  in  order  to  unbale  and 
catalog  this  information.  I  do  not  want 
to  see  this  made  a  job -handout  pro¬ 
posal  and  a  lot  of  new  people  employed. 

I  believe  it  should  be  run  efficiently  and 
economically.  On  the  other  hand,  I  do 
not  want  a  lot  of  employees  put  on;  and. 

I  am  sure  the  Department  is  going  to 
have  to  justify  its  request  to  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  for  money  to  parry 
this  out,  and  we  know  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  is  very  cautious  about 
these  matters. 

Mr.  REES.  That  is  right  I  want  to 
be  assured  this  activity  is  really  neces¬ 
sary  at  this  time,  and  mo  unnecessary 
funds  will  be  required. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  But  I  do 
say  to  the  gentlemamrfrom  Kansas  that 
I  believe  this  expenditure  is  necessary 
to  make  this  technological  information 
available  to  our  people.  I  believe  this 
information  will  prove  to  be  of  a  great 
deal  more  v^Iue  than  the  cost  of  the 
operation,  i  believe  as  do  others  who 
have  expressed  themselves  that  this 
venture  will  prove  to  be  self -liquidating 
when  this  information  is  available  to  be 
sold  to  the  public. 

Mr.  REES.  I  know  about  the  watch¬ 
fulness  of  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Minnesota.  If  he  were  in  charge 


of  the  operation  of  this  legislation  I 
know  the  expense  would  be  held  down 
as  low  as  possible. 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois.  I  may  say  to 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  that  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Rees], 
only  works  15  houi's  a  day.  I  do  not 
see  why  he  cannot  woi-k  a  little  longer 
and  go  into  this  thing  more  thoroughly. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Minnesota.  I  under¬ 
stand  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  gets 
down  here  ai'ound  7:30  in  the  morning 
and  does  not  go  home  until  late. 

Mr.  REES.  The  gentleman’s  state¬ 
ment  is  appreciated.  I  should  say  that 
the  gentleman  from  Kansas  is  glad  to 
work  for  a  few  extra  hours  when  there 
is  work  to  be  done. 

Mr.  PRIEST.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  further  l-equests  for  time. 

Mr.  WOLVERTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  no  further  requests  for  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read 
the  bill  for  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  the  purpose  of  this 
act  is  to  make  the  results  of  technological 
Research  and  development  more  readily  availy 
lie  to  industry  and  business,  and  to  tt 
geHfral  public,  by  clarifying  and  defining  ime 
functions  and  responsibilities  of  the  Deoart- 
mentVf  Commerce  as  a  central  clearinanouse 
for  tecltoieal  information  which  is  useful  to 
America*  industry  and  business.  / 

CLEARINGHOUSE  FOR  TECHNICAL  INFORMATION 

Sec.  2.  ThV  Secretary  of  Commerce  (here¬ 
inafter  referred  to  as  the  ^Secretary”)  is 
hereby  directed',,  to  establish'  and  maintain 
within  the  DetJwtment  Of  Commerce  a 
clearinghouse  for  the  collection,  dissemina¬ 
tion,  and  exchange\jf  ^scientific,  technical, 
and  engineering  information,  and  to  this  end 
to  take  such  steps  ashei^may  deem  necessary 
and  desirable — 

(a)  To  searcher,  colle<\  classify,  coordi¬ 
nate,  integrate,  J'ecord,  and  l^talog  such  in¬ 
formation  froijr whatever  sourtes  foreign  and 
domestic,  that  may  be  available 

(b)  To  Nlake  such  informa ti3c  available 
to  industry  and  business,  to  StateVand  local 
governments,  to  other  agencies  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  G^ernment,  and  to  the  generartublic, 
through  the  preparation  of  abstracts,  d\ests, 
translations,  bibliographies,  indexes,  \nd 

irofilm  and  other  reproductions,  for 
ribution  either  directly  or  by  utilization 
justness,  trade,  technical,  and  scientific  pub-  ’ 
lications  and  services; 

(c)  To  effect,  within  the  limits  of  his  au¬ 
thority  as  now  or  hereafter  defined  by  law, 
and  with  the*  consent  of  competent  author¬ 
ity,  the  removal  of  restrictions  on  the  dis¬ 
semination  of  scientific  and  technical  data 
in  cases  where  consideration  of  national  se¬ 
curity  permit  the  release  of  such  data  for  the 
benefit  of  industrv  and  business. 

RECORDING  OF  TECHNICAL  DEVELOPMENTS 

Sec.  3.  Any  invention,  product,  or  scien¬ 
tific  or  technical  process  devised,  created,  or 
developed  by  any  person  (including  any  de¬ 
partment  or  agency  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  or  any  employee  thereof),  may  be 
filed  with  the  Secretary  in  such  manner 
and  upon  such  conditions  as  the  Secretary 
shall  prescribe,  and  the  Secretary  shall  make 
a  record  of  each  such  invention,  product, 
or  process.  When  certified,  under  the  seal 
of  the  Department  of  Commerce,  by  the  Chief 
Clerk  of  the  Department  of  Commerce,  or 
by  such  other  official  as  the  Secretary  may 
designate,  such  record  or  a  copy  thereof, 
shall  be  admissible  in  any  patent  or  other 
proceedings,  and  in  suits  and  actions  in 
the  courts  of  the  United  States,  as  evidence 
as  to  the  date  of  filing  of  such  invention, 
product,  or  process. 


RULES,  REGULATIONS,  FEES 


Sec.  4.  The  Secretary  Is  authorized 
make,  amend,  and  rescind  such  orders, 
and  regulations  as  he  may  deem  n 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  art,  and 
to  establish,  from  time  to  time  a  Schedule 
or  schedules  of  reasonable  fees  of  charges 
for  services  performed  or  for  documents  or 
other  publications  furnished  uoOer  this  act: 
Provided,  That  all  moneys  hen/after  received 
by  the  Secretary  in  payment  for  publica¬ 
tions  under  this  act  shaU'De  deposited  in 
a  special  account  In  theyTreasury,  such  ac¬ 
count  to  be  available,  yibject  to  authoriza¬ 
tion  in  any  appropriation  act,  for  reimburs¬ 
ing  any  appropriation  then  current  and 
chargeable  for  theyCost  of  furnishing  copies 
or  reproductions yfis  herein  authorized,  and 
for  making  refunds  to  organizations  and  in¬ 
dividuals  wh<nf  entitled  thereto:  And  pro¬ 
vided  jurthey.  That  an  appropriation  reim¬ 
bursed  by  /ills  special  account  shall,  not¬ 
withstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  be 
availably1  for  the  purposes  of  the  original 
approbation. 

It  is  the  policy  of  this  act,  to  the  fullest 
extpht  feasible  and  consistent  with  the  ob- 
j9rtives  of  this  act,  that  each  of  the  services 
ad  functions  provided  herein  shall  be  self¬ 
-sustaining  or  self-liquidating  and  that  the 
general  public  shall  not  bear  the  cost  of 
publications  and  other  services  which  are  for 
the  special  use  and  benefit  of  private  groups 
and  individuals;  but  nothing  herein  shall 
be  construed  to  require  the.Jevying  of  fees 
or  charges  for  services  performed  or  pub¬ 
lications  furnished  to  any  agency  or  instru¬ 
mentality  of  the  Federal  Government,  or 
for  publications  which  are  distributed  pur¬ 
suant  to  reciprocal  arrangements  for  the  ex¬ 
change  of  information  or  which  are  other¬ 
wise  issued  primarily  for  the  general  bene¬ 
fit  of  the  public. 

REFERENCE  OF  DATA  TO  ARMED  SERVICES 

Sec.  5.  The  Secretary  is  directed  to  refer 
to  the  armed  services  all  scientific  or  tech¬ 
nical  information,  coming  to  his  attention, 
which  he  deems  to  have  an  immediate  or 
potential  practical  military  value  or  signifi¬ 
cance,  and  to  refer  to  the  heads  of  other 
Government  agencies  such  scientific  or  tech¬ 
nical  information  as  relates  to  activities 
within  the  primary  responsibility  of  such 
agencies. 

GENERAL  STANDARDS  AND  LIMITATIONS 

Sec.  6.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi¬ 
sion  of  this  act,  the  Secretary  shall  respect 
and  preserve  the  security  classification  of 
any  scientific  or  technical  information,  data, 
patents,  inventions,  or  discoveries  in,  or  com¬ 
ing  into,  the  possession  or  control  of  the 
‘  epartment  of  Commerce,  the  classified 
si.sk us  of  which  the  President  or  his  des- 
ignSs  or  designees  certify  as  being  essential 
in  tR§  interest  of  national  defense,  and 
nothin's  in  this  act  shall  be  construed  as 
modifying  or  limiting  any  other  statute  re¬ 
lating  to  cbe  classification  of  information  for 
reasons  of  tetional  defense  or  security. 

UTILIZATION  OF  EXISTING  FACILITIES 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Secretary  may  utilize  any 
personnel,  facilities,  bureaus,  agencies, 
boards,  administrations,  offices,  or  other  in¬ 
strumentalities  of  r!|e  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce  which  he  maVrequire  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  ac 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  fltoreby  authorized  to 
call  upon  other  departments  and  independ¬ 
ent  establishments  and  agef^ies  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  provide,  with  the!*  consent,  such 
available  services,  facilities,  or  other  cooper¬ 
ation  as  he  shall  deem  necessari  or  helpful 
in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  thjs  act,  and 
he  is  directed  to  utilize  existing  facilities  to 
the  full  extent  deemed  feasible.  \ 

RELATION  TO  OTHER  ACTS 

Sec.  8.  Nothing  herein  shall  be  constXl'd 
to  repeal  or  amend  any  other  legislation  pbr- 
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\taining  to  the  Department  of  Commerce  or 
its  component  offices  or  bureaus. 

Mr.  PRIEST  (interrupting  the  read¬ 
ing)':  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  further  reading  of  the  bill 
be  dispensed  with,  that  it  be  printed  in 
the  Record  and  be  open  to  amendment 
at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Tennessee? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  committee  amendments. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  2,  line  3,  strike  out  “collection,  dis¬ 
semination,  and  exchange”  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  “collection  and  dissemination.” 

Page  2,  strike  out  beginning  with  line  23 
down  through  line  12,  on  page  3. 

Page  3,  line  14,  strike  out  “4”  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  “3.” 

Page  4,  line  21,  strike  out  “5”  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  “4.” 

Page  5,  line  5,  strike  out  “6”  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  “5.” 

Page  5,  line  17,  strike  out  “7”  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  “6.” 

Page  6,  line  5,  strike  out  “8”  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  “7.” 

The  committee  amendments  were 
agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  If  there  are  no  fur¬ 
ther  amendments  under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose ;  and 
Mr.  Mills  having  resumed  the  chair  as 
Speaker  pro  tempore,  Mr.  Whitten, 
Chairman  of  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union, 
reported  that  that  Committee,  having 
had  under  consideration  the  bill  (S. 
868)  to  provide  for  the  dissemination  of 
technological,  scientific,  and  engineering 
information  to  American  business  and 
industry,  and  for  other  purposes,  pur-_ 
suant  to  House  Resolution  808,  he  re¬ 
ported  the  bill  back  to  the  House  with'1 
sundry  amendments  adopted  in  the; 
Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under- 
the  rule  the  previous  question  is  ordered.! 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any! 
amendment?  If  not  the  Chair  will  put; 
them  en  grosse. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to/ 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question/is  on? 
the  third  reading  of  the  Senate-Tiill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  rqa'd  a  third;, 
time  and  was  read  the  thirc^'time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tejaipore.  The- 

question  is  on  the  passag^'of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsicj^r  was  laid  on  the  j 
table. 

CALL  OP -THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  BARING.'  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi- . 
dently  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

Mr.  PRIEST.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
call  of/the  House. 

A  fiall  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names: 


[Roll  No.  256] 
Anderson,  Calif.  Green 

Murphy 

Angell 

Gwinn 

Murray,  Wis. 

Arends 

Hale 

Nelson 

Earden 

Hall, 

Nixon 

Barrett,  Pa. 

Edwin  Arthur  Norblad 

Barrett,  Wyo. 

Hall, 

Norton 

Bentsen 

Leonard  W. 

O’Konski 

Blackney 

Hand 

Pace 

Eoggs,  La. 

Hart 

Pfeifer, 

Bolling 

Hays,  Ohio 

Joseph  L. 

Bolton,  Ohio 

Hebert 

Pfeiffer, 

Bonner 
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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. : 
Mills).  On  thjs  roll  call  286  Members- 
have  responded  to  their  names;  a  quo-; 
rum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  .further  pro-  ; 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed  | 

y.iLla., ..  .  . _  _ ,  .  ,  ,  | 

HIGHWAY  ACT  OP  1950 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941) ,  the  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1950,  may  have  until  midnight 
tonight  to  file  a  conference  report. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  conference  report  and  statement 
are  as  follows: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  3010) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
7941)  to  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal 
Aid  Road  Act,  approved  July  11,  1916  (39 
Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supplemented, 
to  authorize  appropriations  for  continuing 
the  construction  of  highways,  and  for  other 
purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and  free 
conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and 
do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as 
follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows :  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert 
the  following:  “That  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Federal 
Aid  Road  Act  approved  July  11,  1916  (39 


Stat.  355),  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof 
and  supplementary  thereto,  and  for  continu¬ 
ing  the  construction  and  reconstruction  of 
highways  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944 
approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  833), 
as  amended  and  supplemented  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948  (62  Stat.  1105), 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
the  sum  of  $500,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953. 

“The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal 
year  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  as 
follows : 

“(a)  $225,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  highway  system. 

“(b)  $150,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  secondary  highway  system  or  as  may 
hereafter  be  added. to  such  system  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (b) 
of  section  3  of  the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1944  (58  Stat.  838),  as  amended  and 
supplemented  by  the  Federal  Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1948  (62  Stat.  1105):  Provided,  That 
such  funds  shall  be  expended  on  the  second¬ 
ary  and  feeder  roads,  farm-to-market  roads, 
rural  mail  routes,  public  school  bus  routes, 
local  rural  roads,  county  roads,  township 
roads,  and  roads  of  the  county-road  class, 
with  types  of  construction  that  can  be  main¬ 
tained  at  reasonable  cost  to  provide  all- 
weather  service,  and  the  projects  for  con¬ 
struction  shall  be  selected  and  the  specifica¬ 
tions  with  respect  thereto  shall  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  State  highway  department  and 
the  appropriate  local  officials  in  cooperation 
with  each  other.  This  provision  shall  not 
be  construed  to  modify  any  of  the  other 
provisions  of  paragraph  (b)  of  section  3  of 
the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58 
Stat.  838),  as  amended  by  the  Federal  Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1948  (62  Stat.  1105). 
t  “(c)  $125,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid-highway  system  in  urban  areas. 

“The  said  sums,  respectively,  for  any  fiscal 
year,  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  several 
States  in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law 
and  in  accordance  with  the  formulas  set 
forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal  Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1944  approved  December  20,  1944: 
Provided,  That  the  census  figures  used  in 
making  said  apportionments  shall  be  those 
shown  by  the  latest  available  Federal  census. 

“Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under 
the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  expenditure  in  that  State  for  two 
fiscal  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year 
for  which  such  sums  are  authorized,  and 
any  amount  so  apportioned  remaining  un¬ 
expended  at  the  end  of  such  period  shall 
lapse:  Provided,  That  such  funds  for  any 
fiscal  year  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  ex¬ 
pended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the 
sums  apportioned  to  the  State  for  such  fiscal 
year  is  covered  by  formal  agreements  with 
the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  for  the 
improvement  of  specific  projects  as  provided 
by  this  Act. 

“Sec.  2.  Any  State  desiring  to  avail  itself 
of  the  benefits  of  the  funds  apportioned  for 
expenditure  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary 
highway  system  shall  establish  in  its  State 
highway  department  within  six  months  after 
the  close  of  the  next  regular  session  of  its 
legislature,  a  secondary  road  unit  and  such 
department  shall  be  suitably  organized  to 
discharge  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce,  the  duties  herein  required: 
Provided,  That  any  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  may  arrange  with  any  county  or  group 
of  counties  having  competent  highway  en¬ 
gineering  personnel,  suitably  organized  and 
equipped  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  State 
highway  department,  to  supervise  construc¬ 
tion  and  maintenance  on  a  county-unit  or 
group-unit  basis  for  the  construction  and 
maintenance  of  secondary  road  projects: 
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Provided  further,  That  the  term  “county” 
as  used  in  this  section  shall  be  construed 
to  include  corresponding  units  of  govern¬ 
ment  under  any  other  name  in  States  which 
do  not  have  county  organizations,  and  like¬ 
wise  in  those  States  in  which  the  county 
government  does  not  have  jurisdiction  over 
highways  it  may  be  construed  to  mean  any 
local  governmental  unit  vested  with  juris¬ 
diction  over  local  highways. 

“Sec.  3.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  section  23  of  the  Federal 
Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  218),  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest  highways  the 
sum  of  $2flJfQ 0,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
— SJm««''5o7_1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1953;  (2)  for  forest 
development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of 
$17,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
fiJSirand  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1953;  and  (3)  for  forest  high¬ 
ways  within,  adjoining,  or  adjacent  to  the 
Tongass  National  Forest,  the  additional  sum 
of  $3  flfiQffln  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
3GTi951,'ahd  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1952,  to  provide  for  the  im¬ 
provement  and  extension  of  the  highway 
facilities  to  serve  the  present  and  potential 
traffic  incident  to  the  further  development 
of  the  timber  and  other  resources  of  south¬ 
eastern  Alaska:  Provided,  That  immediately 
upon  the  passage  of  this  Act,  the  appropria¬ 
tion  herein  authorized  for  forest  highways 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952, 
shall  be  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  for  expenditure  in  the  several 
States,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico,  according  to 
the  area  and  value  of  the  land  owned  by  the 
Government  within  the  national  forests 
therein  which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 
hereby  directed  to  determine  and  certify  to 
him  from  such  information,  sources,  and  de¬ 
partments  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
may  deem  most  accurate,  and  hereafter,  on 
or  before  January  1  next  preceding  the  com¬ 
mencement  of  each  succeeding  fiscal  year  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  make  like  ap¬ 
portionment  of  the  appropriation  authorized 
for  such  fiscal  year:  Provided  further.  That 
the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  may  in¬ 
cur  obligations,  approve  projects,  and  enter 
into  contracts  under  the  apportionment  of 
such  authorizations,  and  his  action  in  so 
doing  (shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obliga¬ 
tion  of  the  Federal  Government  for  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  the  cost  thereof:  Provided  further. 
That  the  appropriations  made  pursuant  to 
authorizations  heretofore,  herein,  and  here¬ 
after  enacted  for  forest  highways  shall  be 
considered  available  to  the  Commissioner  of 
Public  Roads  for  the  purpose  of  discharging 
the  obligations  created  hereunder  in  any 
State  or  Territory:  Provided  further.  That 
the  total  expenditures  on  account  of  any 
State  or  Territory  shall  at  no  time  exceed  its 
authorized  apportionment:  And  provided 
further.  That  appropriations  for  forest  high¬ 
ways  shall  be  administered  in  conformity 
with  regulations  jointly  approved  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  and  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture. 

“Sec.  4.  (a)  For  the  construction,  recon¬ 
struction,  improvement,  and  maintenance 
of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive  of  necessary 
bridges,  in  national  parks,  monuments,  and 
other  areas  administered  by  the  National 
Park  Service,  including  areas  authorized  to 
be  established  as  national  parks  and  monu¬ 
ments,  and  national  park  and  monument 
approach  roads  authorized  by  the  Act  of 
Jnuary  31,  1931  (46  Stat.  1053),  as  amended, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
the  sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  th9 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953:  Provided, 
That  hereafter  appropriations  for  the  con¬ 
struction,  reconstruction,  and  improvement 
of  such  park  and  monument  roads  shall  be 
administered  in  conformity  with  regulations 
jointly  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 


“(b)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction, 
Improvement,  and  maintenance  of  parkways, 
authorized  by  Acts  of  Congress,  on  lands  to 
which  title  is  vested  In  the  United  States, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
the  sum  of  $13,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  hereafter  appropriations  for 
the  construction  of  parkways  shall  be  ad¬ 
ministered  in  conformity  with  regulations 
jointly  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  $3,000,000  of  the  sum 
authorized  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1952,  shall  be  available  for  contract  im¬ 
mediately  upon  the  passage  of  this  act. 

“(c)  For  the  construction,  improvement, 
and  maintenance  of  Indian  reservation  roads 
and  bridges  and  roads  and  bridges  to  provide 
access  to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian 
lands  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  ap¬ 
proved  May  26,  1928  (45  Stat.  750),  there  is 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 
sum  of  $6,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1953:  Provided,  That 
the  location,  type,  and  design  of  all  roads 
and  bridges  constructed  shall  be  approved 
by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  before 
any  expenditures  are  made  thereon,  and  all 
such  construction  shall  be  under  the  general 
supervision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Roads. 

“Sec.  5.  Any  State,  county,  city,  or  other 
political  subdivision  that  shall  issue  bonds 
and  use  the  proceeds  of  such  bonds  for  the 
construction  of  toll-free  facilities  in  order 
to  accelerate  the  improvement  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  System  of  Interstate  Highways,  the 
Federal-aid  primary  highway  system  or  the 
Federal-aid  highway  system  in  urban  areas, 
may  apply  any  portion  of  the  funds  herein, 
or  hereafter,  authorized  for  expenditure  on 
said  systems  of  highways  and  apportioned 
to  such  State  under  the  provisions  of  sectidS 
1  to  aid  in  retirement  of  annual  maturities 
of  the  principal  indebtedness  of  such  bonds 
to  the  extent  that  the  proceeds  of  such  bonds 
are  actually  expended  in  the  construction 
of  said  systems  of  highways:  Provided,  That 
payment  of  Federal  funds  on  the  principal 
indebtedness  of  such  bonds  shall  be  made 
only  on  account  of  any  such  facility  that  is 
constructed  in  accordance  with  plans  and 
specifications  approved  in  advance  of  con¬ 
struction  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Roads:  Provided  further,  That  payment  of 
Federal  funds  pursuant  to  this  subsection 
shall  not  exceed  the  pro  rata  basis  author¬ 
ized  by  section  1 :  And  provided  further,  That 
payments  to  any  State  pursuant  to  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  be  made  exclusively  from  ap¬ 
portionments  to  such  State  from  funds  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Congress  to  be  apportioned 
for  expenditure  on  said  systems  of  highways 
and  this  subsection  shall  not  be  construed 
as  a  commitment  or  obligation  on  the  part 
of  the  United  States  to  provide  such  funds. 

“Sec.  6.  That  section  14  of  the  Federal 
Highway  Act,  approved  November  9,  1921 
(42  Stat.  212),  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“  ‘Sec.  14.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  State 
to  maintain  any  highway  within  its  bound¬ 
aries  after  construction  under  the  provisions 
of  this  Act.  If  at  any  time  the  Commissioner 
of  the  Eureau  of  Public  Roads  shall  find 
that  any  such  highway  in  any  State  is  not 
being  properly  maintained  he  shall  call  such 
fact  to  the  attention  of  the  highway  depart¬ 
ment  of  such  State  and  if  within  ninety 
days  after  receipt  of  such  notice  said  high¬ 
way  has  not  been  put  in  a  proper  condition 
of  maintenance,  then  the  Commissioner  of 
Public  Roads  shall  withhold  approval  of  fur¬ 
ther  projects  in  such  State  until  such  high¬ 
way  has  been  restored  to  a  proper  condition, 
of  maintenance:  Provided,  That  in  any  State 
wherein  the  highway  department  is  with¬ 
out  legal  authority  to  maintain  a  highway 
so  constructed  as  a  secondary  or  an  urban 


road  project  the  highway  department  of 
such  State  shall  enter  into  a  formal  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  appropriate  officials  of  the 
county  or  city  in  which  such  highway  is 
located  for  its  maintenance,  and  If  at  any 
time  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  shall 
find  that  such  highway  is  not  being  prop¬ 
erly  maintained  he  shall  call  such  fact  to 
the  attention  of  the  highway  department 
of  such  State  and  if  within  ninety  days  after 
receipt  of  such  notloe  said  highway  has  not 
been  put  in  proper  condition  of  maintenance 
then  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  shall 
withhold  approval  of  further  secondary  or 
urban  road  projects  in  such  county  or  city 
until  said  highway  shall  have  been  placed 
in  a  proper  condition  of  maintenance.’ 

“Sec.  7.  That  subsection  (a)  of  section  5 
of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944,  ap¬ 
proved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838),  is 
hereby  amended  by  increasing  the  Federal 
share  payable  on  account  of  the  costs  of 
rights-of-way  from  ‘one-third’  to  not  to 
exceed  ‘one-half’  of  such  costs. 

“Sec.  .8.  Section  3a  of  the  Federal  High¬ 
way  Act  of  November  9,  1921,  as  amended 
by  the  Act  of  February  20,  1931  (46  Stat. 
1173),  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  ‘Sec.  3a.  That  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
is  authorized  to  cooperate  with  the  State 
highway  departments  and  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  in  the  construction  of 
public  highways  within  Indian  reservations 
and  national  parks  and  monuments  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  and  to  pay  the  amount  assumed 
therefor  from  the  funds  allotted  or  appor¬ 
tioned  under  this  Act  to  the  State  wherein 
the  reservations  and  national  parks  and 
monuments  are  located.’ 

“Sec.  9.  Not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  of  any 
money  heretofore  or  hereafter  appropriated 
for  expenditure  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  federal  Highway  Act,  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  expenditure  by  the  Commissioner  of 
Public  Roads,  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  as  an  emergency 
relief  fund,  after  receipt  of  an  application 
therefor  from  the  highway  department  of 
any  State,  in  the  repair  or  reconstruction  of 
highways  and  bridges  on  the  primary  or 
secondary  Federal-aid  highway  systems, 
which  he  shall  find  have  suffered  serious 
damage  as  the  result  of  disaster  over  a 
wide  area,  such  as  by  floods,  hurricanes,  tidal 
waves,  earthquakes,  severe  storms,  landslides, 
or  other  catastrophes  in  any  part  of  the 
United  States,  and  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  any  sum  or  sums  necessary 
to  reimburse  the  funds  so  expended  from 
time  to  time  under  the  authority  of  this 
section :  Provided,  That  no  expenditures  shall 
be  made  with  respect  to  any  such  catastrophe 
in  any  State  unless  an  emergency  has  been 
declared  by  the  Governor  of  such  State  and 
concurred  in  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce: 
Provided  further.  That  the  Federal  share 
payable  on  account  of  any  repair  or  recon¬ 
struction  project  provided  for  by  funds  made 
available  under  this  section  shall  not  exceed 
50  per  centum  of  the  cost  thereof. 

“Sec.  10.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  section  3  of  the  Federal 
Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  212),  as  amended  by 
the  Act  of  June  24,  1930  (46  Stat.  805) ,  there 
is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
the  survey,  construction,  reconstruction,  and 
maintenance  of  main  roads  through  unap¬ 
propriated  or  unreserved  public  lands,  non- 
taxable  Indian  lands,  or  other  Federal  reser¬ 
vations  the  sum  of  $5,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1951,  and  a  like  sum 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  to 
remain  available  until  expended:  Provided, 
That  such  funds  shall  be  available  for  ex¬ 
penditure  in  the  lands  hereinbefore  de¬ 
scribed  on  the  basis  of  need  in  such  States, 
respectively,  as  determined  by  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  of  Public  Roads  upon  application  of 
the  highway  departments  of  the  respective 
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States  and  without  regard  to  any  law  for  the 
apportionment  of  such  funds  among  said 
States:  Frovided  further,  That  $2,500,000  of 
the  sum  authorized  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1951,  shall  be  available  for  con¬ 
tract  immediately  upon  the  passage  of  this 
Act. 

“Sec.  11.  (a)  Section  1  of  the  Act  entitled 
‘An  Act  to  provide  for  cooperation  with  Cen¬ 
tral  .American  Republics  in  the  construction 
of  the  Inter-American  Highway’,  approved 
December  2S,  1941  (55  Stat.  850),  is  hereby 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  ‘(b)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated,  in  addition  to  the  sums  here¬ 
tofore  authorized,  the  sum  of  $4,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1951,  and  a 
like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1952,  to  be  available  until  expended,  to  en¬ 
able  the  United  States  to  cooperate  with  the 
Governments  of  the  American  Republics 
situated  in  Central  America — that  is,  with 
the  Governments  of  the  Republics  of  Costa 
Rica,  El  Salvador,  Guatemala,  Honduras, 
Nicaragua,  and  Panama — in  the  survey  and 
construction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway 
within  the  borders  of  the  aforesaid  Re¬ 
publics,  respectively.  Not  to  exceed  $2,000,000 
of  the  appropriation  hereinabove  authorized 
for  each  fiscal  year  may  be  expended  with¬ 
out  requiring  the  country  or  countries  in 
which  such  sums  may  be  expended  to  match 
any  part  thereof,  if  the  Secretary  of  State 
shall  find  that  the  cost  of  constructing  said 
highway  in  such  country  or  countries  will 
be  beyond  their  reasonable  capacity  to  bear. 
The  remainder  of  such  authorized  appro¬ 
priations  shall  be  available  for  expenditure 
only  when  matched  to  the  extent  required  by 
this  Act  by  the  country  in  which  such  ex¬ 
penditure  may  be  made.  Expenditures  from 
the  sums  available  on  a  matching  basis  shall 
not  be  made  for  the  survey  and  construc¬ 
tion  of  any  portion  of  said  highway  within 
the  borders  of  any  country  named  herein 
unless  such  country  shall  provide  and  make 
available  for  expenditure  in  conjunction 
therewith  a  sum  equal  to  at  least  one-third 
of  the  expenditures  that  may  be  incurred 
by  that  Government  and  the  United  States 
on  such  portion  of  the  highway.  All  ex¬ 
penditures  by  the  United  States  under  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  for  material,  equip¬ 
ment,  and  supplies  shall,  whenever  practi¬ 
cable,  be  made  for  products  of  the  United 
States  or  of  the  country  in  which  such  sur¬ 
vey  or  construction  work  is  being  carried  on. 
Construction  work  to  be  performed  under 
contract  shall  be  advertised  for  a  reason¬ 
able  period  by  the  Minister  of  Public  Works, 
or  other  similar  official,  of  the  government 
concerned  in  each  of  the  participating  coun¬ 
tries  and  contracts  shall  be  awarded  pursu¬ 
ant  to  such  advertisements  with  the  approval 
of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  of  the  United 
States.  No  part  of  the  appropriations  herein 
authorized  shall  be  available  for  obligation 
or  expenditure  for  work  on  said  highway  in 
any  cooperating  country  unless  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  said  country  shall  have  assented 
to  the  provisions  of  this  Act;  shall  have  fur¬ 
nished  satisfactory  assurances  that  it  has 
an  organization  adequately  qualified  to  ad¬ 
minister  the  functions  required  of  such 
country  under  the  provisions  hereof;  and 
then  only  as  such  country  may  submit  re¬ 
quests,  from  time  to  time,  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  any  portion  of  the  highway  to  stand¬ 
ards  adequate  to  meet  present  and  future 
traffic  needs:  Provided,  That  no  part  of  said 
appropriations  shall  be  available  for  obliga¬ 
tion  or  expenditure  in  any  such  country  un¬ 
til  the  government  of  that  country  shall 
have  entered  into  an  agreement  with  the 
United  States  which  shall  provide,  in  part,- 
that  said  country — 


‘“(1)  will  provide,  without  participation  of 
funds  herein  authorized,  all  necessary  right- 
of-way  for  the  construction  of  said  highway, 
which  right-of-way  shall  be  of  a  minimum 
width  where  practicable  of  100  meters  in 
rural  areas  and  50  meters  in  municipalities 
and  shall  forever  be  held  inviolate  as  a  part 
of  the  highway  for  public  use; 

“  ‘(2)  will  not  impose  any  highway  toll,  or 
permit  any  such  toll  to  be  charged,  for  use  by 
vehicles  or  persons  of  any  portion  of  said 
highway  constructed  under  the  provisions  of 
this  Act; 

“  ‘(3)  will  not  levy  or  assess,  directly  or  in¬ 
directly,  any  fee,  tax,  or  other  charge  for  the 
use  of  said  highway  by  vehicles  or  persons 
from  the  United  States  that  does  not  apply 
equally  to  vehicles  or  persons  of  such  coun¬ 
try; 

“‘(4)  will  continue  to  grant  reciprocal 
recognition  of  vehicle  registration  and  driv¬ 
ers’  licenses  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Convention  for  the  Regulation  of  In¬ 
ter-American  Automotive  Traffic,  which  was 
opened  for  signature  at  the  Pan  American 
Union  in  Washington  on  December  15,  1943, 
and  to  which  such  country  and  the  United 
States  are  parties,  or  of  any  other  treaty  or 
international  convention  establishing  similar 
reciprocal  recognition;  and 

“‘(5)  will  provide  for  the  maintenance  of 
said  highway  after  its  completion  in  condi¬ 
tion  adequately  to  serve  the  needs  of  present 
and  future  traffic.’ 

“Sec.  12.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  section  6  of  the  Defense 
Highway  Act  of  1941  (55  Stat.  765)  as 

amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  the  sum  of  $10,000,000,  to  re¬ 
main  available  until  expended:  Provided, 
That  $2,000,000  of  the  sum  authorized  by  this 
section  shall  be  available  for  contract  im¬ 
mediately  upon  the  passage  of  this  act: 
Provided  further,  That  the  roads  authorized 
to  be  constructed  under  this  section  shall 
bebertified  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  as 
important  to  the  national  defense  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  or  such  other  official 
as  the  President  may  designate. 

“Sec.  13^  Any  State  highway  department 
which  submits  plans  for  a  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  project  involving  the  by-passing  of  any 
city  or  town  shall  certify  to  the  Commissioner 
of  Public  Roads  that  it  has  had  public  hear¬ 
ings  and  considered  the  economic  effects  of 
such  a  location. 

“Sec.  14.  The  Commissioner  of  Public 
Roads  is  authorized  and  directed  to  assist  in 
carrying  out  the  action  program  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  Highway  Safety  Conference  and  to  co¬ 
operate  with  the  State  highway  departments 
and  other  agencies  in  this  program  to  ad¬ 
vance  the  cause  of  safety  on  the  streets  and 
highways:  Provided,  That  not  to  exceed 
$75,000  shall  be  expended  annually  for  the 
purposes  of  this  section. 

“Sec.  15.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20, 
1944  (58  Stat.  838),  and  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948,  approved 
June  29,  1948  (62  Stat.  1105),  not  inconsist¬ 
ent  with  this  act,  shall  remain  in  full  force 
and  effect. 

“Sec.  16.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
delegate  to  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads 
any  authority  vested  in  him  by  this  Act. 

“Sec.  17.  If  any  section,  subsection,  or  other 
provisions  of  this  Act  or  the  application 
thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance  is  held 
invalid,  the  remainder  of  this  Act  and  the 
application  of  such  section,  subsection,  or 
other  provision  to  other  persons  or  circum¬ 
stances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

“Sec.  18.  That  all  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in 
any  way  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of 


this  Act  are  hereby  repealed,  and  this  Act 
shall  take  effect  on  its  passage. 

“Sec.  19.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
‘Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950.’  ” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Well  M.  Whittington, 

Geop.ge  H.  Fallon, 

Clifford  Davis, 

J.  W.  Trimble, 

Geo.  A.  Dondep.o, 

Paul  Cunningham, 

J.  Harry  McGregor, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Dennis  Chavez, 

John  L.  McClellan, 

John  Sparkman, 

Robert  S.  Kerr, 

Arthur  V.  Watkins, 

Geo.  W.  Malone, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement  of  the  Managers  on  the 
Part  of  the  House 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and 
supplement  the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act 
approved  July  11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  to  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  continuing  the  construction 
of  highways  and  for  other  purposes,  submit 
the  following  statement  in  explanation  of  the 
effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  by  the  con¬ 
ferees  and  recommended  in  the  accompany¬ 
ing  conference  report: 

The  Senate  struck  all  after  the  enacting 
clause  of  the  House  bill  and  inserted  in  lieu 
thereof  an  amendment  which  was  a  complete 
substitute  for  the  text  of  the  House  bill. 
However,  the  provisions  of  the  House  bill  and 
the  Senate  amendment  were  in  large  part 
identical.  The  following  statement  indicates 
the  differences  between  the  House  bill  and  the 
Senate  amendment  and  the  action  of  the 
conferees  with  respect  to  these  differences. 
bill  as  agreed  carries  amounts  in  house  bill 

FOR  PRIMARY,  SECONDARY  AND  URBAN  FEDERAL 

AID  ROADS 

Section  1  of  the  conference  agreement  and 
section  1  of  the  House  bill  authorize  $500,- 
000,000  for  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years 
ending  June  30,  1952  and  June  30,  1953,  on 
the  basis  of  45  percent  for  the  Federal-aid 
primary  system,  30  percent  for  the  Federal- 
aid  secondary  system,  and  25  percent  for  the 
Federal-aid  urban  system,  thus  authorizing 
$225,000,000  for  the  primary  highway  system, 
$150,000,000  for  the  secondary  highway  sys¬ 
tem,  and  $125,000,000  for  the  urban  system. 
The  Senate  authorized  the  identical  amount 
as  did  the  House  for  the  Federal-aid  pri¬ 
mary  system,  but  reduced  by  $15,000,000  the 
authorization  for  the  secondary  highway 
system  and  by  $12,500,000  the  authorization 
for  the  urban  areas.  The  percentages  of  the 
availability  of  the  funds  for  expenditure  was 
disrupted  by  the  Senate  amendment  reduc¬ 
ing  the  authorizations  for  secondary  high¬ 
ways  and  for  urban  highways.  Inasmuch 
as  the  authorization  for  Federal-aid  primary 
roads  is  the  same  in  the  House  and  in  the 
Senate  bills,  there  was  no  way  to  maintain 
the  percentage  of  expenditures  of  the  funds 
except  to  raise  the  Senate  authorizations  to 
the  amounts  carried  in  the  House  bill.  There 
are  other  reductions,  however,  in  the  bill  as 
agreed  to  in  conference  that  make  the  aggre¬ 
gate  of  the  authorizations  both  direct  and 
indirect,  in  the  bill  as  agreed  to  in  confer¬ 
ence,  less  than  they  were  in  the  Senate  bill. 

The  authorization  in  the  bill  as  agreed  to 
for  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  roads  in 
the  sum  of  $500,000,000  is  the  same  as  the 
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amount  carried  by  the  House  for  these  roads 
and  the  amount  recommended  by  ’the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  budget. 

SECONDARY  ROADS 

The  Senate,  in  section  1,  undertook  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  secondary  highway  funds  should 
be  spent  only  on  local  rural  roads  or  county 
roads  or  roads  of  the  county  road  class.  The 
House  took  the  position  that  the  language 
defining  secondary  and  feeder  roads  in  the 
acts  of  1944  and  1948  should  be  brought  for¬ 
ward  and  that  the  Senate  language  should  be 
modified  so  as  to  promote  the  intent  that 
the  secondary  road  funds  should  be  used  for 
the  local  rural  roads  and  roads  of  the  county 
road  class  including  township  roads  as  defined 
in  existing  law  with  flexibility  in  the  States 
desiring  to  use  the  secondary  funds  on  the 
State  roads  that  were  on  the  secondary  road 
system.  The  intent  of  Congress  is  that  the 
funds  shall  be  used  as  directed  on  the  second¬ 
ary  and  feeder  roads  as  described  in  the 
conference  report.  The  Senate  language  was 
therefore  modified  so  as  to  emphasize  the  use 
of  secondary  road  funds  on  the  roads  as  de¬ 
fined  in  the  acts  of  1944  and  1948,  and  on 
roads  of  the  local  rural  road  and  county  road 
class,  with  the  flexibility  to  accomplish  their 
use  as  indicated.  Tire  language  in  the  con¬ 
ference  agreement  with  respect  to  secondary 
and  feeder  roads  emphasizes  the  intent  of 
Congress  that  local  rural  roads  are  to  be  con¬ 
structed.  Among  the  benefits  of  Federal-aid. 
secondary  roads  is  that,  as  a  result  of  the 
experience  of  all  of  the  States  which  will  be 
made  available  to  each  of  the  States,  a  better 
type  of  local  road  will  be  constructed  that 
will  be  an  example  of  a  better  type  of  local 
road  to  the  townships,  counties,  and  States. 
With  the  emphasis  on  local  roads,  the  funds 
are  to  be  expended  on  the  secondary  and 
feeder  roads  as  defined  by  the  acts  of  1944  and 
1948.  The  conference  agreement  developed 
new  language  covering  secondary  roads  which 
more  clearly  defines  the  roads  to  be  included 
in  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system 
and  improved  with  Federal-aid  funds.  The 
new  language  also  provides  that  the  State 
highway  departments  and  the  local  officials 
will  select  the  projects  for  construction  with 
these  funds  and  will  determine  the  specifi¬ 
cations  for  their  construction.  Following 
this  cooperation  projects  will  be  submitted  to 
the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  in  the 
usual  way. 

Section  2  of  the  conference  agreement  in¬ 
cludes  section  2  of  the  Senate  bill  which  re¬ 
quires  a  secondary  road  unit  in  the  State 
highway  departments  to  be  established  with¬ 
in  6  months. 

Section  3  of  the  conference  agreement  re¬ 
tains  the  authorization  of  section  3  of  the 
House  bill  for  $17,500,000  for  forest  roads 
and  trails,  and  it  includes  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  bill  authorizing  $3,500,000  for 
the  Tongass  National  Forest  in  Alaska,  as 
recommended  by  the  Director  of  the  Budget. 

Section  4  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  the  con¬ 
ference  agreement  is  section  4  (a),  (b),  and 
(c)  of  the  House  bill  with  a  modification  of 
the  House  provisos  so  as  to  permit  the  con¬ 
struction  as  provided  by  existing  law  and  so 
as  to  provide  for  the  construction,  main¬ 
tenance,  and  improvement  of  parkways,  in 
■subsection  (b)  as  provided  by  the  Senate 
bill,  under  existing  law,  and  with  contract 
authority  for  $3,000,000  in  (b) . 

In  section  5  of  the  conference  agreement 
the  House  conferees  accepted  the  Senate 
amendment  to  eliminate  a  special  authori¬ 
zation  of  $70,000,000  for  improvement  of  the 
national  system  of  interstate  highways.  The 
House  conferees  also  accepted  the  Senate 
amendment  to  authorize  counties,  cities,  or 
other  political  subdivisions,  as  well  as 
States,  to  issue  bonds,  the  proceeds  of  which 
would  be  used  to  accelerate  the  construction 
of  toll-free  facilities  on  the  Federal-aid  pri¬ 
mary  and  Federal-aid  urban  systems  and  to 
be  reimbursed  for  the  principal  of  bond  pro¬ 


ceeds  so  used  from  future  Federal-aid  ap¬ 
portionments  in  the  legal  pro  rata  for  such 
Federal-aid  projects.  All  projects  financed 
in  this  manner  will  be  submitted  to  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Public  Roads  in  the  usual  way  by 
the  State  highway  department;  and  future 
payments  of  Federal-aid  funds  to  assist  in 
the  retirement  of  the  principal  of  bonds  is¬ 
sued  by  a  State,  county,  city,  or  other  political 
subdivision  and  used  on  such  projects  will 
be  made  to  the  State. 

Sections  6,  7,  and  8  of  the  conference  agree¬ 
ment  are  identical  with  sections  6,  7,  and 
8  of  the  House  and  Senate  bills. 

Section  9  of  the  conference  agreement  is 
the  same  as  section  9  of  the  House  bill  with 
the  authorization  reduced  to  $5,000,000  as 
provided  in  section  9  of  the  Senate  bill. 

Section  10  of  the  conference  agreement  is 
section  10  of  the  Senate  bill,  which  author¬ 
izes  $5,000,000  a  year  -for  2  years  for  con¬ 
struction  under  the  act  of  1930,  with  modi¬ 
fications.  There  was  no  such  authorization 
in  the  House  bill. 

Section  11  of  the  conference  agreement 
authorizes  appropriations  on  the  Inter- 
American  Highway  of  $8,000,000  in  2  years 
instead  of  $16,000,000  in  4  years  as  carried  in 
the  Senate  bill.  There  was  no  similar  au¬ 
thorization  in  the  House  bill  but  the  Budget 
submitted  a  recommendation  for  $64,000,000 
for  a  period  of  8  years.  The  section  as 
agreed  to  provides  for  a  modification  of  the 
Senate  language  by  striking  out  the  lan¬ 
guage  with  respect  to  construction  under 
contracts  with  the  government  of  the  coun¬ 
try  in  which  the  construction  is  to  be  done 
and  leaves  the  approval  of  works  and  con¬ 
tracts  for  works  to  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  or  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads. 

Section  12  of  the  conference  agreement 
eliminates  section  12  (a)  and  (b)  of  the 
Senate  bill  and  provides  in  lieu  thereof  an 
authorization  of  $10,000,000  for  defense 
highways  as  provided  by  the  Defense  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1941.  The  Senate  provisions 
would  have  deducted  the  $10,000,000  from 
other  road  authorizations  to  be  replaced. 
Under  subsection  (b)  of  the  Senate  section 

12  there  was  no  limitation.  Section  12, 
therefore,  in  the  conference  agreement  is 
a  material  reduction  from  the  unlimited 
authorizations  in  section  12  (b)  of  the 
Senate  bill. 

Section  13  of  the  conference  agreement 
was  not  in  the  House  bill,  and  it  is  section 

13  of  the  Senate  bill  as  amended  to  strike 
out  “villages”  and  to  provide  only  for  hear¬ 
ings  for  bypassing  cities  and  towns. 

Section  14  of  the  conference  agreement  is 
section  10  of  the  House  bill  and  is  identical 
with  section  14  of  the  Senate  bill. 

Section  15  of  the  conference  agreement 
strikes  out  section  15  (a)  and  (b)  of  the 
Senate  bill  providing  for  the  raising  of 
bridges  over  navigable  streams  at  Federal 
expense  with  no  limit  on  the  authorization, 
and  inserts  in  lieu  thereof  section  5  of  the 
House  bill,  which  provides  that  the  acts  of 
1944  and  1948  not  inconsistent  with  this 
act  remain  in  full  force  and  effect.  The 
conferees  felt  that .  inasmuch  as  there  had 
been  no  hearings  in  either  the  Senate  or 
the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works  there 
should  be  hearings  on  the  raising  of  bridges 
and  that  the  authorizations  should  be  in  a 
separate  bill. 

Sections  16,  17,  18,  and  19  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  agreement  are  identical  with  the  same 
numbered  sections  of  the  Senate  bill  and 
with  sections  11,  12,  13,  and  14  of  the  House 
bill. 

Will  M.  Whittington, 
George  H.  Fallon, 

Clifford  Davis, 

J.  W.  Trimble, 

Geo.  A.  Dondero, 

J.  Harry  McGregor, 

Paul  Cunningham, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


TRANSPORTATION  OF  GAMBLING  DEVICES 
\  IN  INTERSTATE  AND  FOREIGN  COM- 
\MERCE 

M1'-  COX.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direction 
of\the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call  up  the 
resolution  (H.  Res.  807),  and  ask  for' its 
imijiediate  consideration. 

li?e  Clerk  read  the  resolution  as 'fol¬ 
lows! 

Resolved,  That  Immediately  up  orj  the 
adoption  of  this  resolution  it  shall  be  in 
order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself 
into  tile  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  dill  (S.  3357)  to  prohibit  transporta¬ 
tion  of  Wambling  devices  in  interstate  and 
foreign  qpmmerce.  That  after  general  de¬ 
bate,  whi^h  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and 
continue  iot  to  exceed  1  hour,  to  be  equally 
divided  anfa  controlled  by  the  chairman  and 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commorce,  the  bill 
shall  be  read  for  amendment  under  the  5- 
minute  rule.*  At  the  conclusion!  of  the  con¬ 
sideration  ot  the  bill  for  amandment,  the 
Committee  s1m.11  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adapted  and  the  previous  ques¬ 
tion  shall  be  <5onsidered  as  ordered  on  the 
bill  and  amendments  thereto. to  final  passage 
without  intervening  motion 'except  one  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommi\. 

Mr.  COX.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  30 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Allen],  and  at  fhis  time  I  now 
yield  5  minutes  to  the’  gentleman  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Preston}. 

(Mr.  PRESTON,  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  PRESTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  rule 
makes  in  order  the  consideration  of  a  bill 
to  prohibit  interstate  shipment  of  slot 
machines.  For  2  years  I  have  under¬ 
taken  to  assemble  information  and  data 
on  this  subject.  I  have  long  since  felt 
that  there  was  not  any  real  justification 
for  the  existence  of  a  device  or  for  the 
use  of  a  device  that  took  from  the 
pockets  of  the  American  people  $3,000,- 
000,000  each  year.  I  felt  that  the  use  of 
this  device,  which  is  never  in  any  way 
fair,  simply  drained  from  the  economy 
of  the  various  communities  of  the  States 
large  sums  of  money  which  trickled  into 
the  pockets  of  racketeers  and  gangsters 
in  most  casgs. 

I  was  thinking  this  morning  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  bill  that  at  the  other 
end  of  the  Capitol  they  are  considering 
a  tax  bill  to  raise  about  $4,000,000,000  to 
meet  the  war  emergency.  The  operation 
of  slot  machines  is  illegal  except  in  four 
States  and  two  counties  of  a  filth  State. 
Yet,  these  slot-machine  operations  take 
almost  that  amount  of  money  oyt  of  the 
pockets  of  the  people  annually,'  usually 
from  the  people  least  able  to  lose  it.  It 
does  not  come  from  the  wealthy’,  or  the 
rich  people,  but  usually  from  the' fellow 
who  has  only  a  dollar  in  his  pocket,  but 
who  thinks  he  can  take  a  chance  and 
double  it.  I  am  satisfied  that  at  one 
time  or  another  there  is  not  a  Member 
on  the  floor  who  has  not  contributed 
some  of  his  money  to  these  devices. 
Some  of  them  are  set  as  high  as  90.  to 
10  against  the  player. 

I  want  to  call  your  attention  to  the 
history  of  this  business.  In  the  year  1885 
when  various  States  of  the  Union  formed 
a  national  lottery  policy  and  called  on 
Congress,  to  prohibit  the  interstate  ship- 
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ment  of  lottery  tickets,  Congress  did  so. 
The  slot  machine  was  invented  in  the 
same  year  and  doubtless  to  take  the 
place- of  the  lottery  business.  Six  years 
later  it  was  improved  upon.  In  1891 
a  man  by  the  name  of  Mills  invented  the 
same  type  of  machine  that  we  use  today, 
and  the  largest  company  in  America  to¬ 
day  manufacturing  these  machines  bears 
the  name  of  Mills  in  the  State  of  Illinois. 

They  have  tried  to  regulate  this  evil; 
various  States  have  undertaken  to 
legalize  it  and  control  it,  but  in  almost 
every  instance  they  have  found  they 
could  not  do  it.  They  have  tried  in 
Florida.  The  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Rogers],  who  has  taken  a  great 
deal  of  interest  in  this  bill  in  the  com¬ 
mittee,  and  who  will  be  the  floor  man¬ 
ager  for  it  today,  will  tell  you  what  hap¬ 
pened  in  his  State.  They  tried-  it  in 
Louisiana  under  the  administration  of 
Huey  Long  and  they  soon  abolished  the 
law  because  the  result  was  more  racket¬ 
eering  and  gangsterism.  They  legalized 
them  in  Idaho  on  a  local  option  basis 
and  four  of  the  principal  cities  in  that 
State  did  likewise.  They  soon  revoked 
the  law  making  it  legal  in  those  cities. 
It  is  true  that  in  the  State  of  Washing¬ 
ton  it  is  legal  only  in  private  clubs.  It  is 
entirely  legal  in  the  State  of  Montana, 
the  State  of  Nevada,  and  in  two  counties 
in  the  State  of  Maryland.  Elsewhere  it 
is  absolutely  illegal. 

Despite  the  existence  of  these  statutes 
they  are  operating  almost  freely 
throughout  the  United  States.  There 
are  some  exceptions.  The  State  of  Wis¬ 
consin  has  done  a  fine  job  in  controlling 
and  regulating  them.  They  perhaps 
have  done  more  than  any  other  State  in 
the  Union.  But  generally  speaking  they 
operate  almost  unhampered. 

Why  is  this  possible?  How  can  they 
do  it  in  these  places  and  operate  when 
it  is  against  the  law  of  the  land  or  cer¬ 
tainly  of  the  States?  The  answer  is  cor¬ 
ruption.  In  every  crime  report  that  has 
been  submitted  on  gambling  in  the 
United  States  they  have  charged  again 
and  again  that  the  corruption  of  public 
officials  has  resulted  in  the  free  opera¬ 
tion  of  slot  machines.  It  is  no  secret 
that  wherever  they  operate  at  least  20 
percent  of  the  gross  take  from  these 
machines  usually  falls  into  the  hands  of 
the  law-enforcement  officers. 

The  SFEAXER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
has  expired. 

Mr.  COX.  Does  the  gentleman  wish 
one  or  two  additional  minutes? 

Mr.  PRESTON.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Georgia,  but  I  will  secure  ad¬ 
ditional  time  later. 

Certainly  we  should  adopt  the  rule. 

Mr.-  ALLEN  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  DolUverL 

(Mr.  DOLLIVER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  t6  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  DOLLIVER.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
bill  (S.yS357)  which  is  to  be  debated  if 
the  rule  is  adopted  came  to  our  body 
from  the  Senate  where  it  was  passed 
without  very  much  discussion.  It  came 
from  the  Senate  committee  and  insofar 
as  I  know  very  meager  hearings  were 


held  on  the  bill  on  the  other  side  of  the 
Capitol. 

The  bill  was  referred  to  the  House 
Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce  and  there,  I  must  say,  it  re¬ 
ceived  very  serious  consideration  and 
lengthy  hearings.  It  should  be  under¬ 
stood  what  this  bill  provides. 

This  is  not  sumptuary  legislation  in 
the  sense  that  it  prohibits  the  use  of  slot 
machines  or  other  gambling  devices. 
This  prohibits  the  transportation  of  slot 
machines  in  interstate  commerce  to 
those  States  where  the  use  of  such  device 
is  prohibited  by  State  law.  That  is  all 
the  bill  does,  that  is  all  it  is  designed 
to  do. 

I  presume  a  good  many  constitutional 
authorities  will  say  that  an  attempt  to 
outlaw  slot  machines  in  the  various 
States  by  Federal  legislation  would  be 
unconstitutional.  Such  legislation  if  it 
were  passed  most  emphatically  would  be 
subject  to  attack  on  constitutional 
grounds.  But  I  repeat,  this  bill  does 
not  attempt  to  outlaw  slot  machines  in 
the  various  States.  It  merely  prohibits 
the  transportation  of  slot  machines  to 
those  States  where  their  use  is  prohibited 
or  limited  by  local  law. 

The  background  for  this  legislation 
stems  back  to  a  meeting  of  law  enforce¬ 
ment  officers,  which  was  held  some 
months  ago  in  the  city  of  Washington, 
and  I  believe  another  meeting  of  State 
attorneys  general. 

There  was  at  those  meetings  a  good 
deal  of  discussion  about  interstate  gam¬ 
bling  rackets.  Both  those  meetings 
asked  the  Congress  -to  pass  this  kind  of 
legislation.  That  is  the  reason  the  Sen¬ 
ate  passed  the  bill,  and  should  be  very 
persuasive  to  the  Members  of  the  House 
of  Representatives. 

There  is  a  real  need  for  it,  too.  In  my 
own  State  of  Iowa,  there  has  been  a 
definite  effort,  and  I  think  a  very  sucess- 
ful  effort,  to  eliminate  the  use  of  slot 
machines  in  that  State.  That  ifhs  come 
about  by  the  enforcement  of  the  State 
lswvs  by  State  and  local  authorities.  Of 
course,  that  is  the  crux  of  this  problem. 

This  bill  will  give  the  local  and  State 
authorities  assistance  in  getting  the  job 
done.  That  is  all  it  proposes  to  do. 

I  am  not  revealing  any  secrets — I  am 
sure  I  am  not — when  I  say  that  the 
attorneys  general  of  the  various  States 
very  much  desire  this  law.  It  has  a  very 
good  analogy  when  we  remember  it  is 
a  violation  of  Federal  law  to  transport 
stolen  automobiles  across  State  lines. 
This  is  an  exact  analogy  in  those  States 
where  slot  machines  are  illegal.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  as  the  motor-vehicle  law  did,  this 
law  will  assist  the  State  authorities  in 
enforcing  the  law. 

We  had  before  us  a  representative  of 
the  State  attorney  general  in  the  per¬ 
son  of  Mr.  Hammond,  attorney  general 
of  the  State  of  Maryland,  who  came  be¬ 
fore  our  committee  and  testified  on  be¬ 
half  of  his  organization. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  the  gentleman  one  additional 
minute. 


Mr.  DOLLIVER.  Mr.  Speaker,  at  this 
hearing  «the  following  colloquy  took 
place.  I  did  the  questioning: 

Mr.  Dolliver.  The  passage  of  a  law  b'T  the 
Federal  Government  prohibiting  gambling 
in  any  of  the  States  would  not  be  consti¬ 
tutional,  would  it? 

Mr.  Hammond.  Not  in  my  opinion;  no  sir. 

Mr.  Dolliver.  Because  of  the  provision  of 
the  Constitution  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  is  a  Government  of  delegated  powers, 
and  all  residual  powers  rest  in  the  State  gov¬ 
ernments.  Or  in  the  people?  Is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  Hammond.  Correct,  sir. 

Mr.  Dolliver.  So/ accordingly,  what  is  at¬ 
tempted  here,  and  the  thing  that  the  at¬ 
torneys  general- resolved  upon,  was  merely 
an  assist  on  the  part  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  rather  than  any  primary  legislation  on 
the  subject  .'of  gambling. 

Mr.  Hammond.  And  an  assist  which  is 
Within  their  control;  to  call  upon,  or  not  to 
need,  as  they  determine. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  hope  this  rule  will  be 
adopted  and  that  the  bill  will  be  passed. 

Mr.  ALLEN  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Hoffman], 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks  and  include  an  arti¬ 
cle  appearing  in  Collier’s.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  those  who  have  paid  any  at¬ 
tention  of  late  to  vice  as  controlled  by 
the  national  racketeers  in  the  cities 
realize  that  many  times  elections  are 
swayed  by  the  money  that  comes  from 
slot  machines. 

Sometimes,  too,  those  who  have  been 
convicted  and  are  serving  time  in  Fed¬ 
eral  and  other  prisons  are  liberated  be¬ 
cause  of  the  corrupt  use  of  the  funds 
which  come  from  slot  machines. 

I  recall  that  in  a  previous  Congress, 
when  the  Capone  gangsters  had  been 
sentenced  to  prison  terms  of  10  years 
each,  their  attorneys  had  pleaded  for  a 
short  term  of  10  years.  Those  attorneys 
said  that  because  of  the  character  of 
the  offense — conspiracy  to  extort  a  mil¬ 
lion  or  more  from  members  of  a  union — 
there  was  no  possible  hope  of  any  of 
those  men  being  released  on  parole  or 
pardoned  before  the  expiration  of  their 
terms. 

Nevertheless,  money  enough  was  col¬ 
lected  from  slot  machines  in  the  city  of 
Chicago  so  that  influence  enough  was 
purchased — and  the  hearings  show 
that — to  obtain  paroles  for  those  men. 
Later  some  of  them  were  sent  back  to 
prison  and  some  were  not. 

The  point  is .  this,  that  all  over  the 
country  in  the  cities  of  this  land,  those 
operating  slot  machines  collect  funds 
running  sometimes  into  the  hundreds  of 
thousands,  sometimes  approaching 
nearly  a  million  dollars,  which  they  use 
to  buy  up,  if  I  may  use  that  expression, 
the  law-enforcing  officers.  They  buy 
protection. 

I  hold  in  my  hand  an  article  from 
Collier’s,  dated  September  2,  which  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  insert  at  this 
point  in  my  remarks. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 


A, 
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The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

Rev.  Bernard  Braskamp,  D.  D.,  the 
Chaplain,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

God  of  all  grace  ahd  goodness,  Thou 
hast  entrusted  Thy  servants  with  a  high 
and  sacred  vocation.  May  they  earnest¬ 
ly  covet  the  benediction  which  Thou 
dost  bestow  upon  the  faithfft}. 

Grant  that  daily  we  may  beak  witness 
to  our  kinship  with  Thee,  counting  it 
our  greatest  privilege  to  avail  ourselves 
of  Thy  divine  companionship,  our  high¬ 
est  wisdom  to  seek  and  follow  Thy 
guidance,  and  our  loftiest  aspiration  to 
incarnate  the  spirit  of  our  blessed  Lord 
and  to  manifest  that  spirit  in  all  the 
spheres  of  human  relationships. 

Hear  us  in  Christ’s  name.  Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate,  by  Mr. 
McDaniel,  its  enrolling  clerk,  announced 
that  the  Senate  agrees  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  House  to  a  bill  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  of  the  following  title: 

S.  456.  An  act  to  authorize  the  construc¬ 
tion,  protection,  operation,  and  maintenance 
of  a  public  airport  in  or  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  District  of  Columbia. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  insists  upon  its  amendments  to 
the  bill  (H.  R.  7824)  entitled  “An  act  to 
provide  for  the  administration  of  per¬ 
formance-rating  plans  for  certain  offi¬ 
cers  and  employees  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment,  and  for  other  purposes,”  dis¬ 
agreed  to  by  the  House;  agrees  to  the 
conference  asked  by  the  House  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses 
thereon,  and  appoints  Mr.  Frear,  Mr. 
Long,  and  Mr.  Dworshak  to  be  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  insists  upon  its  amendments  to 
the  bill  (H.  R.  8992)  entitled  “An  act 
to  eliminate  the  additional  internal-rev¬ 
enue  taxes  on  coconut  oil  from  the  Trust 
Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands,  and 
for  other  purposes,”  disagreed  to  by  the 
House;  agrees  to  the  conference  asked  by 
ttyr  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
pwo  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints  Mr. 


Georce,  Mr.  Connally,  Mr.  Byrd,  Mr. 
Millikin,  and  Mr.  Taft  to  be  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  insists  upon  its  amendment  to 
the  bill  (H.  R.  8028)  entitled  “An  act 
to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  to  dispose  of  the  remaining 
Government  lots  in  the  town  site  of 
St.  Marks,  Fla,”  disagreed  to  by  the 
House ;  agrees  to  the  conference  asked  by 
the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints 
Mr.  O’Mahoney,  Mr.  Murray,  and  Mr. 
Butler  to  be  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  disagrees  to  the  amendments  of 
the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  3409)  entitled 
“An  act  to  establish  a  new  Grand  Teton 
National  Park  in  the  State  of  Wyoming, 
and  for  other  purposes,”  requests  a  con¬ 
ference  with  the  House  on  the  disagree¬ 
ing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and 
appoints  Mr.  O’Mahoney,  Mr.  Murray, 
Mr.  McFarland,  Mr.  Butler,  and  Mr. 
Millikin  to  be  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate.  . 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  reports  of  the  com¬ 
mittees  of  conference  on  the  disagitee- 
ing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  a  bill  and 
joint  resolution  of  the  House  of  the 
following  titles: 

H.  R.  7265.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  con¬ 
duct  of  a  periodic  census  of  governments;  and 

H.  J.  Res.  238.  Joint  resolution  to  provide 
the  privilege  of  becoming  a  naturalized 
citizen  of  the  United  States  to  all  immi¬ 
grants  having  a  legal  right  to  permanent 
residence. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

A  message  in  writing  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  was  commu¬ 
nicated  to  the  House  by  Mr.  Miller,  one 
of  his  secretaries,  who  also  informed  the 
House  that  on  the  following  dates  the 
President  approved  and  signed  bills  and 
a  joint  resolution  of  the  House  of  the 
following  titles: 

On  August  23,  1950: 

H.  R.  2121.  An  act  to  direct  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  convey  abandoned  school 
properties  in  the  Territory  of  Alaska  to  local 
school  officials. 


On  August  25,  1950; 

H.  R.  4136.  An  act  for.  'the  relief  of  Helen 
M.  Booth; 

H.  R.  2354.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  the 
estate  of  Wade  H.  Noland; 

H.  R.  4584.  An  act  to  provide  for  disposi¬ 
tion  of  lands  cm  the  Cabazon,  Augustine,  and 
Torres-Martinez  Indian  Reservations  in  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  for  other  purposes; 

H.  R.  7155.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  cooperate  with  the 
States  to  enable  them  to  provide,  technical 
services  to  private  forest-land  owners,  and 
for  other  purposes; 

H.  R.  7209.  An  act  authorizing  and  direct¬ 
ing  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  under¬ 
take  continuing  studies  of  Atlantic  coast  fish 
species  for  the  purpose  of  developing  and 
protecting  fish  resources; 

H.  R.  8112.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  trans¬ 
fer  to  the  States  of  the  replicas  of  the  State 
seals  removed  from  the  Chamber  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States;  and 

H.  R.  8023.  An  act  to  amend  the  Hatch  Act. 

On  August  26,  1950: 

H.  R.  7439.  An  act  to  protect  the  national 
security  of  the  United  States  by  permitting 
the  summary  suspension  of  employment  of 
civilian  officers  and  employees  of  various  de¬ 
partments  and  agencies  of  the  Government, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

On  August  28,  1950: 

H.  R.  6000.  An  act  to  extend  and  improve 
the  Federal  old-age  and  survivors  insurance 
system,  to  amend  the  public-assistance  and 
child-welfare  provisions  of  the  Social  Secu¬ 
rity  Act,  and  for  other  purposes;  and 

H.  J.  Res.  510.  Joint  resolution  to  exempt 
certain  counsel  employed  by  committee  from 
certain  Federal  laws  under  Special  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Campaign  Expenditures,  1850. 

RESIGNATION  FROM  AND  APPOINTMENT 
TO  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  resignation  from  a  com¬ 
mittee  :  \ 

The  Honorable  the  Speaker, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker;,  I  hereby  tender  my 
resignation  as  a  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations. 

Respectfully, 

Charles  A.  Plumley. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without,  objection, 
the  resignation  will  be  accepted. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  offer  a  resolution  (H.  Res.  830) 
and  ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 
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The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved  That  Norris  Cotton,  of  New 
Hampshire,  be,  and  he  is  hereby  elected  a 
member  of  the  standing  Committee  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  on  Appropriations. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

PERMISSION  TO  ADDRESS  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
address  the  House  for  1  minute. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There' was  no  objection. 

HON.  CHARGES  A.  PLUMLEY 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  is  with  deep  regret  I  note 
the  resignation  of  my  good  friend  of 
many  years,  Charlie  Plumley,  from  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations.  It  is  an 
indication  of  his  determination  not  to 
return  to  the  next  Congress. 

Mr.  Plumley  is  retiring  voluntarily. 
He  could  have  been  reelected  without 
difficulty  but  felt  he  was  entitled  to  a  few 
years  when  he  could  rest,  travel,  and 
enjoy  more  of  the  comforts  of  life. 

Mr.  Plumley  has  had  a  16ng  and 
brilliant  public  career.  He  has.  served 
the  people  of  his  State  in  many  fields  of 
activity. 

He  was  a  valued  legislator  in  his  home 
State  of  Vermont  where  he  presided  With 
grace  and  dignity  as  Speaker  of  the 
House.  He  was  known  as  one  of  the 
ablest  Speakers  ever  to  preside  over  the 
Vermont  Legislature. 

He  served  for  years  as  president  of 
Norwich  University,  an  outstanding  mili-» 
tary  college.  The  institution  is  popular^ 
called  another  West  Point.  From  this 
school  have  come  many  men  who  won 
high  rank  in  military  and  civilian^  lif e 
of  our  country. 

Here  in  Washington  Mr.  Pltjmi/y  has 
served  for  years  as  a  valued  Member  of 
the  House.  He  was  a  member  of/the  hard 
working  Appropriations  Committee  and 
for  years  an  invaluable  memroer  of  the 
Naval  Affairs  Subcommittee./  During  the 
war  years  and  since  he  has, had  a  promi¬ 
nent  part  in  building  a  stufeng  American 
Navy.  / 

Mr.  Plumley  is  a  rphn  of  acknowl¬ 
edged  ability  and  strong  in  his  convic¬ 
tions.  He  believes  in  America  and  works 
diligently  to  make  jt  better  country. 

Pie  is  blessed  in  h<s  family  life,  a  gra¬ 
cious  and  lovely  wife  and  a  fine  family 
are  the  joy  of  hisTife. 

His  daughter,  Mrs.  Adams,  I  am  pleased 
to  say,  is  one  Of  my  good  friends  and 
constituents  in  the  town  of  Wellesley. 

Here  in  the'  House  of  Representatives, 
Mr.  Plumley  is  universally  esteemed  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle,  and  I  know  I  speak 
for  all  when  I  say  we  all  wish  him  many 
years  of /health  and  happiness  in  the 
years  that  lie  ahead. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mf  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  I 
yield  to  the  distinguished  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
join  with  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Martin],  the 
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minority  leader  in  the  fine  expressions  o: 
praise  about  our  friend,  the  gentlem; 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Plumley],  who  bfes 
rendered  outstanding  service  while  a 
Member  of  this  body.  Charles  Pluthley 
is  a  man  deeply  versed  in  international 
law.  His  forbears  were  not  only  great 
students  of  international  law,  but  some 
of  them  occupied  most  prominent  posi¬ 
tions  in  our  Government  in  previous  gen¬ 
erations,  and  made  marked  contributions 
to  the  progress  of  our  country,  particu¬ 
larly  to  the  solution  of  they  grave  inter¬ 
national  problems  of  thei/  day. 

Mr.  WIGGLES  WORTHS.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I,  too,  regret  very  /much  that  the 
decision  of  our  good/  friend,  Charlie 
Plumley,  of  Vermon/  is  to  deprive  us 
of  our  daily  association  with  him  here  in 
the  House. 

Few  Americans /can  point  to  public 
services  extending  over  a  longer  period 
of  time,  service/ to  both  State  and  to 
the  Nation. 

Fifty-six  ye/rs  ago  Charlie  Plumley 
entered  the  public  service  as  assistant 
secretary  of/the  Vermont  Senate. 

Since  th^t  time  he  has  served  as  clerk 
of  the  hoytse  of  representatives  in  Ver¬ 
mont,  a%r  commissioner  of  taxes,  as  a 
member  of  the  house  of  representatives, 
as  speaker  of  the  house  of  representa¬ 
tives,  itnd  for  18  years  as  a  Member  of 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States. 

l£f  addition,  he  was  for  the  period  of 
4  years  president  of  Norwich  Univer¬ 
sity,  where  students  were  trained  to  take 
eir  places  in  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  . 
ation  and  he  has  himself  served  in  the 
Vermont  National  Guard  and  in  the 
Officer’s  Reserve  Corps. 

For  many  years,  while  a  Member  of 
this  House,  he  has  served  as  a  member  : 
of  the  powerful  Appropriations  Com- 1 
mifctee  and  as  a  high-ranking  member 
cf  that  committee,  bringing  to  its  de-  | 
liberations  his  knowledge  of  and  love  for 
the  Armed  Forces  of  the  country. 

We  have  worked  shoulder  to  shoulder 
in  the  work  of  the  committee. 

His  long  and  distinguished  record  of 
service  will  always,  I  know,  be  a  source 
of  genuine  satisfaction  to  him  and  to 
those  close  to  him. 

He  v/ill  be  greatly  missed  by  his  many 
friends  here  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

I  join  in  wishing  for  him  health  and 
every  possible  happiness  in  the  years  to 
come  in  his  well-earned  retirement. 

MRS.  CAROLYN  MULDOWNEY 

Mr.  STANLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di¬ 
rection  of  the  Committee  on  House  Ad¬ 
ministration,  I  offer  a  privileged  resolu¬ 
tion  (H.  Res.  823)  and  ask  for  its  imme¬ 
diate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved,  That  there  shall  be  paid  out  of 
the  contingent  fund  of  the  House  to  Mrs.  ’ 
Carolyn  Muldowney,  widow  of  Joseph  D. 
Muldowney,  Jr.,  late  an  employee  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  an  amount  equal 
to  6  months’  salary  at  the  rate  he  was  re¬ 
ceiving  at  the  time  of  his  death  and  an  addi¬ 
tional  amount  not  to  exceed  $350  toward  de¬ 
fraying  the  funeral  expenses  of  the  said 
Joseph  D.  Muldowney,  Jr. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1950 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
call  up  the  conference  report  on  the  bill 
(H.  R.  7941)  to  amend  and  supplement 
the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act,  approved  July 
11,  1916  (39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  to  authorize  appropria¬ 
tions  for  continuing  the  construction  of 
highways,  and  for  other  purposes:  and 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  August 
28,  1950.) 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  statement  of  the  managers  on  the 
part  of  the  House  and  the  conference 
report  appear  in  the  Congressional  Rec¬ 
ord  of  Monday,  August  28,  1950,  pages 
13832-13835,  inclusive,  and  the  printed 
reports  are  available  to  all  Members.  I 
therefore  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  further  reading  of  the  statement  be 
dispensed  with  and  that  the  statement 
be  printed  at  this  point. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  conference  repoi-t. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  Senate  struck  all  after  the  enacting 
clause  of  the  House  bill  and  inserted  in 
lieu  thereof  an  amendment  which  was 
a  complete  substitute  for  the  text  of  the 
House  bill.  The  provisions  of  the  House 
and  Senate  bills,  however,  were  in  large 
part  identical.  In  lieu  of  the  Senate 
amendment  the  bill  as  set  forth  in  the 
conference  report  v/ill  take  the  place  of 
both  the  House  and  Senate  bills  which, 
as  stated,  were  similar  in  many  respects. 

There  is  in  the  statement  of  the  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House  an  analy¬ 
sis  of  the  bill  agreed  to  in  conference 
which  sets  forth,  section  by  section,  the 
differences  between  the  bills  of  the  House 
and  Senate.  It  would  be  difficult  for 
me  to  add  anything  to  the  very  clear 
statement  of  the  House  managers. 

PRIMARY,  SECONDARY,  AND  URBAN  FUNDS - SEC¬ 

TION  1  OF  THE  CONFERENCE  AGREEMENT 

The  House  bill,  and  the  Senate  bill, 
each  carried  $225,000,000  for  the  primary 
highway  system.  The  Senate  bill  car¬ 
ried  $15,090,000  less  than  the  House  bill 
for  secondary  roads,  and  $12,500,000  less 
than  the  House  bill  for  the  urban  areas. 
The  percentages  of  the  total  appropria¬ 
tion  in  the  acts  of  1944  and  1948  were 
45  percent  for  primary  roads,  30  percent 
for  secondary  roads,  and  25  percent  for 
urban  areas.  The  Senate  bill  was  out  of 
balance  and  disrupted  the  percentage  of 
funds  as  between  the  three  classes  of 
roads  adopted  in  the  acts  of  1944  and 
1948.  Inasmuch  as  the  amount  of  the 
primary  funds  was  not  in  dispute,  the 
House  amounts  for  secondary  roads  and 
for  urban  areas  are  retained  in  the  con¬ 
ference  agreement.  The  total  authori¬ 
zation  is  identical  with  the  amounts  of 
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the  House  bill  and  is  in  accord  with  the 
recommendation  of  the  President. 

SECONDARY  ROADS 

The  House  bill  provided  that  second¬ 
ary  road  funds  should  be  expended  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  acts  of  1944  and  1948. 
The  Senate  bill  undertook  to  change  this 
provision  so  as  to  require  that  the  funds 
be  spent  on  county  roads  and  local  rural 
roads.  There  was  no  flexibility  that 
would  enable  States  desiring  to  do  so 
to  use  these  funds  on  secondary  roads 
that  are  in  the  State  system.  The  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  Senate  bill  was  at  least  con¬ 
flicting  with  the  language  of  the  acts  of 
1944  and  1948  respecting  secondary 
roads. 

It  was  the  intent  of  the  House  bill  and 
the  Senate  bill  to  provide  for  local  sec¬ 
ondary  roads  in  language  flexible  enough 
to  enable  States  to  use  secondary  funds 
on  a  higher  type  of  State  roads  of  the 
secondary  system  if  they  so  desired.  The 
Senate  language  was  stricken  and  the 
provision  covering  secondary  roads  as 
set  forth  in  the  conference  agreement 
was  adopted.  A  full  explanation  is  set 
forth  in  the  statement  of  the  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House.  Under  the 
conference  agreement  all  projects  for 
secoridary  and  feeder  roads  and  all  proj¬ 
ects  selected,  and  all  specifications  with 
respect  thereto,  and  all  secondary  roads 
selected  for  construction,  are  to  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Roads  as  provided  in  the  acts  of  1944  and 
1948. 

SEVENTY -MILLION-DOLL AR  INTERREGIONAL 
HIGHWAY  SYSTEM 

The  House  bill  included  $70,000,000  for 
the  improvement  of  the  national  system 
of  interstate  highways.  This  provision 
is  eliminated  in  the  conference  agree¬ 
ment. 

AMOUNTS 

The  House  bill  provided  for  a  total 
annual  authorization  of  $646,575,000. 
The  bill  as  agreed  to  in  conference  pro¬ 
vides  for  $594,075,000  annually  for  the 
two  fiscal  years,  or  substantially  $50,- 
000,000  less  than  the  total  of  the  House 
bill. 

It  is  fair  to  say  that  while  the  Senate 
bill  provided  for  a  definite  total  of 
$569,075,000,  there  were  two  indefinite 
authorizations  that  would  have  more 
than  made  up  the  difference  between 
the  definite  amounts  as  carried  in  the 
Senate  bill  and  the  House  bill  of  approx¬ 
imately  $25,000,000  annually.  The  in¬ 
definite  amounts  covered  access  and  de¬ 
fense  highways  and  bridges  as  carried  in 
the  Senate  bill. 

Section  2  of  the  conference  agreement 
Includes  section  2  of  the  Senate  bill 
which  requires  a  secondary  road  unit  in 
the  State  Highway  Departments  and, 
this  section  was  recommended  by  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads.  *  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  such  units  have  been 
set  up  in  practically  all  of  the  highway 
departments  of  the  States. 

The  conference  agreement  carries  the 
amounts  of  the  House  bill  for  forest 
roads  and  trails,  with  an  additional 
$3,500,000  for  the  Tongass  National 
Forest  in  Alaska  as  recommended  by 
the  Director  of  the  Budget. 

The  conference  agreement  carries  the 
amounts  as  provided  in  the  House  bill 


for  construction  of  parkways  and  for 
roads  in  Indian  reservations  and  Indian 
lands,  and  with  contract  authority  of 
$3,000,000  as  provided  in  the  Senate  bill 
for  parkways. 

The  conference  agreement  reduces  the 
authorization  for  emergency  funds  in 
the  House  bill  from  $10,000,000  to 
$5,000,000. 

The  conferees  ageed  to  retain  section 
10  of  the  Senate  bill  which  authorizes 
$5,000,000  annually  for  2  years  for  con¬ 
struction  under  the  act  of  June  24,  1930, 
with  modifications.  There  was  no  such 
authorization  in  the  House  bill.  I  trust 
there  will  be  no  such  authorization  in 
future  bills. 

INTER-AMERICAN  HIGHWAY 

The  Senate  bill  authorized  appropria¬ 
tions  of  $16,000,000  for  4  years  on  the 
Inter-American  Highway  system.  The 
conference  agreement  carries  $8,000,000, 
or  $4,000,000  annually  for  2  years,  with 
modifications  of  contract  authority  as 
contained  in  the  Senate  bill,  and  as  set 
forth  in  the  statement  of  the  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House. 

ACCESS  AND  DEFENSE  HIGHWAYS 

The  Senate  bill  authorizes  $10,000,000 
for  defense  highways  with  provisions  for 
indefinite  amounts  for  access  and  de¬ 
fense  highways.  The  conference  agree¬ 
ment  eliminated  the  Senate  provision 
and  authorized  $10,000,000  for  defense 
highways.  This  is  a  material  reduction 
in  the  amount  of  the  Senate  bill.  The 
$10,000,000  was  recommended  by  the 
President. 

The  conference  agreement  adopts  the 
Senate  provision  with  respect  to  hear¬ 
ings  for  bypassing  cities  and  towns.  The 
provisions  for  hearings  with  respect  to 
villages  was  eliminated.  There  was  no 
similar  provision  in  the  House  bill  and 
the  House  conferees  reluctantly  agreed. 

The  conference  agreement  eliminates 
the  section  of  the  Senate  bill  providing 
for  the  raising  of  bridges  over  navigable 
streams  and  for  Federal  authorizations 
to  contribute  to  the  cost  thereof.  There 
were  no  hearings  before  the  Committee 
cn  Public  Works  of  either  House.  This 
section,  therefore,  was  eliminated  with¬ 
out  prejudice  to  further  consideration  or 
hearings  respecting  the  amendment. 

The  conference  agreement  provides  for 
continuing  the  constructive  Federal-aid 
highway  program  of  the  acts  of  1944  and 
1948  for  the  fiscal  years  1952  and  1953. 

Mr.  Speaker,  inasmuch  as  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  provides  for  the  adoption  of 
the  last  major  bill  that  I  shall  present 
before  the  expiration  of  my  term  at  the 
close  of  the  present  session,  I  wish  to 
express  my  appreciation  to  the  members 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works 
for  their  loyalty,  cooperation,  and  con¬ 
fidence  accorded  to  me  as  chairman  of 
the  committee.  At  the  time  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill  was  originally  considered  and 
passed  by  the  House,  and  when  other 
major  bills  during  the  present  session 
reported  by  me  as  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  were  under  con¬ 
sideration,  and  especially  on  the  occasion 
of  my  seventy-second  birthday  on  May 
4,  1950,  members  of  the  committee,  and 
other  Members  of  the  House,  were  most 
gracious,  as  shown  by  the  proceedings  of 
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the  House,  in  their  expressions  of  com¬ 
mendation  of  my  work  as  a  member  of 
the  committee  and  of  the  House.  I  am 
most  grateful  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  the 
majority  leader,  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  McCormack  I,  to  the 
minority  leader,  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Martin],  to  the  for¬ 
mer  majority  leader,  the  gentjeman  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Halleck],  to  my  colleagues 
from  Mississippi,  and  to  the  Members  of 
the  House,  for  generous  tributes  to  me 
on  the  floor  of  the  House.  I  express  my 
grateful  appreciation  to  the  many  other 
Members  of  the  House  and  the  Senate 
who  have  spoken  to  me  personally  and 
referred  most  generously  to  my  services 
as  a  Member  of  the  House  during  the 
present  session. 

At  the  conclusion  of  my  present  term, 
I  shall  retire,  gracefully,  I  trust,  and 
gratefully  I  know.  I  have  had  the  honor 
and  privilege  of  serving  as  a  Member  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  for  13  con¬ 
secutive  terms.  Members  have  been 
kind  enough  to  say  they  will  miss  me. 
I  will  miss  them  more  than  they  miss  me. 
While  my  eyes  are  toward  the  setting 
sun  and  the  span  of  my  life  is  drawing,  I 
trust  slowly,  to  a  close,  I  retire  from  the 
membership  of  the  House,  with  good 
v, fishes  for  the  success  and  prosperity  of 
all  Members  and  with  an  abiding  belief 
in  the  American  system  of  Government, 
with  the  two-party  system  and  majority 
rule,  with  the  sovereignty  of  the  Union, 
and  v/ith  the  rights  and  responsibilities 
of  the  States.  My  interest  in  public  af¬ 
fairs  and  in  good  government  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  the  end  of  my  life. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no  requests  for 
time.  I  understand  the  report  is  gen¬ 
erally  satisfactory.  I  know  of  no  opposi¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is 
a  unanimous  report  from  the  conferees, 
and  I  have  no  requests  for  time  and 
know  of  no  opposition. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  the  previous  question  on  the  con¬ 
ference  report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  conference  report. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  the  im¬ 
mediate  consideration  of  the  resolution 
(H.  Con.  Res.  274),  to  correct  a  typo¬ 
graphical  error. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as 
follows : 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
(the  Senate  concurring),  That  the  Clerk  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  in  the  enroll¬ 
ment  of  the  bill  H.  R.  7941,  the  Federal 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950,  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  make  the  following  corrections: 
In  the  provisos  of  section  5  strike  out  the 
words  "subsection"  wherever  they  occur  and 
Insert  the  words  "section.” 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  resolution  is  self-explanatory.  It 
was  simply  a  typographical  error.  The 
word  “subsection”  occurred  and  it  should 
be  “section,” 
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The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

Mr.  WHITTINGTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  permission  to  extend  their  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record  on  the 
Federal  Highway  Act. 

The  SFEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi? 

There  was  no  objection. 

HICHWAYS  AND  THE  WAH  EMERGENCY 

Mr.  STOCKMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the 
face  of  the  potentialities  of  the  present 
international  situation,  highway  trans¬ 
portation  may  well  look  to  the  lessons 
of  World  War  EL  The  impact  of  Pearl 
Harbor  was  sudden  and  dramatic.  Crude 
rubber  sources  were  suddenly  cut  off ;  oil, 
steel,  and  the  capacities  of  the  automo¬ 
tive  industry  were  wholly  devoted  to  the 
machinery  of  war.  Depleted  in  man¬ 
power,  and  with  new  equipment  and  es¬ 
sential  materials  unavailable,  the  high¬ 
way  departments  were  called  upon  to 
maintain  a  road  system  that  was  already 
inadequate. 

The  need  was  urgent,  for  the  main 
highways  and  the  access  roads  to  war 
plants,  military  establishments,  and 
sources  of  raw  materials  were  vital  links 
in  our  production  line.  Though  pleasure 
travel  ceased  to  exist,  truck  travel  re¬ 
mained  almost  at  a  prewar  level  and 
average  loads  increased  appreciably, 
particularly  for  the  heavier  vehicles. 
Parts  for  planes,  ships,  and  guns  were 
in  many  cases  hauled  hundred  of  miles 
to  the  final  assembly  plants  and  thence 
trucked  to  ports  of  embarkation.  Pas¬ 
senger  cars  played  their  part  by  provid¬ 
ing  transportation  for  millions  of  work¬ 
ers  to  and  from  factories,  often  located 
miles  from  the  nearest  city. 

The  lesson  in  all  this  is  obvious;  high¬ 
ways  so  essential  in  times  of  emergency 
cannot  be  built  when  the  demand  is 
greatest;  they  must  be  built  now.  The 
greatest  usage,  in  war  as  in  peace,  is  on 
the  principal  highways  of  the  Nation. 
In  this  the  Department  of  National  De¬ 
fense  concurs. 

Traffic  has  increased  tremendously 
since  the  war.  Forty-five  million  mo¬ 
tor  vehicles  were  registered  in  1949,  and 
they  traveled  424,000,000,000  vehicle- 
miles  in  that  year.  But  seven-eighths 
of  that  travel  was  on  the  660,000  miles 
of  city  streets  and  main  rural  high¬ 
ways.  A  fifth  of  all  travel  was  on  the 
40,000-mile  national  system  of  interstate 
highways,  which  comprises  little  more 
than  1  percent  of  the  total  mileage  of 
public  roads  and  streets. 

Ton-miles  of  freight  carried  by  trucks 
have  increased  from  28,000,000,000  in 
1933  to  89,000,000,000  in  1949.  Heavier 
loadings  are  evidenced  by  the  fact  that 
in  1933  only  43  trucks  per  1,000  weighed 
15  tons  or  more  while  in  1949  the  number 
had  risen  to  148.  Axle  loads  exceeding 
18,000  pounds  increased  almost  six-fold 
in  frequency  during  the  same  period. 


The  highway  load  continues  to  in¬ 
crease.  The  production  of  motor  ve¬ 
hicles  is  running  at  a  rate  of  well  above 
5,000,000  units  a  year.  Vehicle-mileage 
of  travel  is  now  up  about  8  percent  over 
last  year. 

Highway  inadequacy,  age,  and  obsoles¬ 
cence  are  with  us  more  than  ever  before. 
Even  on  the  40,000-mile  interstate  sys¬ 
tem — the  most  important  roads  in  the 
country — the  average  age  of  all  surfaces 
is  12  years,  and  the  average  age  of  the 
roadbeds  on  which  these  surfaces  rest 
is  17  years.  In  less  than  10  years  from 
now,  more  than  half  of  the  existing  sur¬ 
faces  of  this  network  will  be  worn  out. 
Many  of  the  existing  surfaces  are  de¬ 
ficient  in  width,  strength,  and  sight  dis¬ 
tances,  and  have  excessive  curves  and 
grades.  A  survey  of  the  system  in  1949 
by  the  State  highway  departments  and 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  revealed  that 
only  6  percent  of  the  existing  mileage 
was  entirely  adequate  for  the  traffic  it 
carried. 

The  primary  Federal-aid  system, 
which  includes  as  its  important  core  the 
interstate  system,  consists  of  219,000 
miles  of  rural  primary  State  highways 
and  14,000  miles  of  important  city  streets. 
The  condition  generally  of  the  system  is 
not  much  different  from  that  of  the  in¬ 
terstate  system.  The  urban  portions 
particularly  are  obsolete  and  tremen¬ 
dously  congested. 

Much  has  been  done  since  the  end  of 
World  War  II.  Contracts  awarded  by 
the  State  highway  departments  for  high¬ 
way  construction  amounted  to  $0.8  bil¬ 
lion  in  fiscal  year  1947,  $1.0  billion  in 
1948,  and  $1.1  billion  in  1949;  correspond¬ 
ing  mileages  of  construction  were  47,100, 
41,000,  and  39,800.  Federal-aid  improve¬ 
ments  constituted  a  large  segment  of 
these  State  programs.  The  anomaly  of 
increasing  expenditures  and  decreasing 
mileages  is  accounted  for  in  part  by  the 
rise  in  construction  costs  which,  in  1948, 
were  more  than  doubleTnose  of  1940  and 
only  began  to  decline  slightly  in  1949. 
Additionally,  the  contracts  awarded  in 
the  more  recent  years  include  a  larger 
proportion  of  the  complex  urban  ex¬ 
pressways. 

The  Congress  has  recognized  the  ur¬ 
gent  need  for  highway  improvement, 
compounded  by  the  enforced  hiatus  dur¬ 
ing  the  last  war  and  the  tremendous 
growth  of  traffic  since.  Authorizations 
for  Federal  aid  for  highways  were  $500,- 
000,000  each  for  the  fiscal  years  1946, 
1947,  and  1948,  and  $450,000,000  for  1950 
and  1951.  Estimated  highway  expendi¬ 
tures  in  1949  by  the  Federal,  State,  and 
local  governments  combined  were  $3.7 
billion,  but  only  54  percent  of  this  was  for 
replacement  and  new  construction.  To 
overcome  the  deficiencies  of  our  entire 
3.3  million  miles  of  roads  and  streets 
will  cost,  according  to  various  estimates, 
from  $42  to  $47,000,000,000.  More  than 
$11,000,000,000  of  this  would  be  for  the 
important  interstate  system  alone. 

It  is  imperative  that  we  overcome  these 
deficiencies  soon.  Our  peacetime  econ¬ 
omy  is  geared  to  the  wheels  of  our  $45- 
000,000  cars,  busses,  and  trucks.  Con¬ 
gestion,  delay,  and  excessive  wear  on 
these  vehicles  because  of  our  inadequate 


roads,  and  the  innumerable  accidents  re¬ 
sulting  from  the  congestion  and  the  in¬ 
adequacy,  are  costing  us  far  more  than 
it  would  to  provide  the  remedies. 

Needs  of  the  national  defense  require  a 
rapid  improvement,  especially  of  the 
vital  interstate  system.  Should  a  war 
come,  it  can  be  taken  for  granted  that 
money,  men,  and  materials  will  not  be 
available  for  highways  except  for  main¬ 
tenance  and  the  most  essential  of  im¬ 
provements.  Yet  the  highways  will  be 
called  upon  as  never  before.  They  will 
be  part  of  the  assembly,  production,  and 
transmisison  lines  of  war  materials. 
They  will  be  vital  for  the  strategic  move¬ 
ment  of  troops.  They  will  be  important 
for  the  mass  evacuation  of  urban  centers. 

The  railroads,  as  in  the  last  war,  can 
carry  a  large  proportion  of  Vie  long¬ 
distance  bulk  hauling.  At  present,  how¬ 
ever,  there  is  a  serious  shortage  of  box 
cars,  and  a  sudden  emergency  now  might 
throw  an  even  heavier  burden  on  the 
highways. 

Important  in  war  or  peace  are  our  for¬ 
est  highways,  as  means  of  access  to 
sources  of  esesntial  minerals  and  tim¬ 
ber.  The  supply  of  timber  on  private 
lands  was  very  nearly  exhausted  during 
the  last  war.  Timber  stands  in  national 
forests  adjacent  to  forest  highways 
amount  to  358,000,000,000  board  feet,  and 
are  capable  of  supplying  5,000,000  board 
feet  annually.  The  old  forest  highways 
took  a  pounding  from  heavy  loads  of 
logs  during  the  war  and  need  recondi¬ 
tioning.  New  forest  roads  are  needed  to 
tap  additional  timber  stands. 

The  importance  of  highway  trans¬ 
portation  in  my  own  State  of  Oregon  is 
indicated  by  the  estimated  two  and 
eight-tenths  billion  vehicle-miles  of 
travel  on  the  6,800  miles  of  State  high¬ 
ways  in  1949.  The  problems  common 
to  the  Nation  exist  at  home,  but  are 
compounded  by  Oregon’s  rapid  popula¬ 
tion  growth,  expanding  economy,  and 
increased  per  capita  vehicle  ownership 
and  use — all  of  which  surpass  the  aver¬ 
age  for  the  United  States  as  a  whole. 

Oregon’s  highway  problems  were 
studied  exhaustively  in  1948.  A  com¬ 
prehensive  factual  report  was  prepared 
for  a  legislative  interim  committee, 
showing  the  deficiencies  and  needs  of 
the  State’s  highway  transportation  sys¬ 
tems.  The  total  needs  were  estimated 
at  $705,000,000,  of  which  $469,000,000 
was  for  State  highways.  In  the  report 
Highways  Needs  of  the  National  Defense 
made  to  Congress  in  1949  it  was  esti¬ 
mated  that  the  700  miles  of  the  inter¬ 
state  system  required  improvements 
costing  $118,000,000.  The  report  to  the 
State  legislative  committee  recognized 
that  the  interstate  system  is  of  the 
greatest  importance  to  travel  service  as 
well  as  national  welfare. 

Oregon  moved  toward  solution  of  its 
highway  problems  in  1949  by  increas¬ 
ing  its  gasoline  tax  from  5  to  6  cents  per 
gallon.  Total  road-user  revenues  in  the 
State  amounted  to  $33,000,000,  and  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  provided  an  additional  $6,500,- 
000.  Thus  Federal  aid,  amounting  to  17 
percent  of  the  State’s  highway  income  is 
essential  to  the  continued  improvement 
of  Oregon’s  main  roads  and  streets. 
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The  1,382  miles  of  forest  highways  in 
Oregon — 6  percent  of  the  Nation’s  total 
forest  mileage — provide  access  to  timber 
stands  of  great  importance  to  the  entire 
country.  In  the  fiscal  year  1949,  40 
miles  of  construction  were  completed  at 
a  total  cost  of  $2,900,000,  and  114  miles 
were  under  construction  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $6,000,000.  Both  of  these 
amounts  were  very  largely  from  Federal 
funds. 


■SPBCIAfc-OBB6»S''GRAM»r.EP  ■ 


Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  5  minutes  today,  following  the 
legislative  business  of  the  day  and  any 
other  special  orders  heretofore  entered, 
and  to  revise  and  extend  her  remarks 
and  include  an  editorial. 

Mr.  MADDEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  30 
minutes  on  tomorrow,  Wednesday,  Au¬ 
gust  30,  1950,  following  the  legislative 
business  of  the  day  and  any  other  special 
orders  heretofore  entered. 

CORRECTION  OF  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  McMILLAN  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
correct  the  Record  of  August  26.  I  am 
quoted  as  requesting  a  separate  vote  on 
the  Tackett  amendment  on  the  supple¬ 
mentary  appropriation  bill.  The  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Bates]  made 
that  request,  and  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  permanent  Record  be  cor¬ 
rected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
South  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

NEW  GRAND  TETON  NATIONAL  PARK 

Mr.  PETERSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (S.  3409)  to  es¬ 
tablish  a  new  Grand  Teton  National  Park 
in  the  State  of  Wyoming,  and  for  other 
purposes,  and  agree  to  the  conference 
asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair 
hears  none  and  appoints  the  following' 
conferees:  Messrs.  Peterson,  Murdock, 
Morris,  Crawford,  and  D’Ewart. 

EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 


Mr.  McCORMACK  asked  and  Was  giv¬ 
en  permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in 
two  instances;  to  include  in  one  an  edi¬ 
torial  appearing  in  this  morning’s  Wash¬ 
ington  Post,  and  in  the  other  a  memo¬ 
randum  relating  to  the,  majority  opin¬ 
ion  of  the  Ninth  Circuit  Court  of  Ap¬ 
peals  releasing  Harry  Bridges  on  bail. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  J/Ir.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  extend  my  re¬ 
marks  in  the  Appendix  of  the  Record 
and  that  those  remarks  may  appear  in 
the  permanent  Record  following  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  gentleman  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Hoffman]  and  others  regarding  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Cole]  on 
August  24. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois? 

There  was  no  objection. 


[The  matter  referred  to  will  appear 
'hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  FENTON  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  a  newspaper  article. 

Mr.  POTTER  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  a  newspaper  article,  and  in  an¬ 
other  instance  to  include  a  speech  by  the 
‘gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Davis]. 

Mr.  SADLAK  asked  and  was  given  per- 
"mission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  a  newspaper  editorial. 

Mr.  WOLVERTON  asked  and  was  giv¬ 
en  permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in 
two  instances  and  include .  extraneous 
matter. 

Mr.  WEICHEL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in 
three  instances  and  include  news  items. 

Mr.  ELLSWORTH  asked  and  was  giv¬ 
en  permission  to  extend  his  remarks  and 
include  a  letter. 

Mr.  COLE  of  New  York  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
and  include  a  newspaper  article. 

Mr.  GAMBLE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  si/ 
instances,  and  include  editorials  and  ex¬ 
traneous  matter. 

Mr.  WIGGLESWORTH  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
immediate  following  the  remarks  of 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
McCormack]  with  reference 'to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  N^w  York  [Mr.  Plumley], 

Mr.  DONDERQ  asked  "and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  an  editorial,  v 

Mr.  HILL  asked  ahd  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  an  editorial. 

Mr.  LANE  a^ked  and  Was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remains  in  five  in¬ 
stances,  and  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  BISSON  asked  and  Was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks,  in  two 
instances  and  include  extraneous4. mat¬ 
ter.  / 

Mr.  O’TOOLE  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  and 
include  an  editorial  from  today’s  New" 
York  Times. 

Mr.  BIEMILLER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  two 
instances  and  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter. 

Mr.  KRUSE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  two  in¬ 
stances  and  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  O’NEILL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  two  articles  from  the  Scranton 
Times  and  two  from"  the  Scranton 
Tribune. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Price)  was  given  permission  to  extend 
his  remarks. 

Mr.  EVENS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks. 

Mr.  ASPINALL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  an  editorial  from  the  Denver  Post. 

Mr.  GORSKI  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  and  in¬ 
clude  an  article  from  the  Buffalo  Courier 
Express. 

Mr.  THORNBERRY  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 


and  Include  an  article  from  Collier’s, 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Printer  estimates  the  additional  cost 
will  be  $184.50. 

Mr.  BROOKS  asked  and  way  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remark^  in  two 
instances  and  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  DOYLE  asked  and  wa^ given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  two  in¬ 
stances  and  in  each  to  iiyfiude  extrane- 
■  ous  matter.  / 

PROGRAM  FOR  THE  BALANCE  OF  THE 
WIJEK 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  Consent  to  proceed  for 
1  minute.  Y 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There,  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
take  /his  time  in  order  to  make  an  an¬ 
nouncement  for  the  information  of  the 
lumbers  in  connection  with  the  pro¬ 
gram  for  this  week.  After  the  Wood  bill 
is  disposed  of  by  the  House,  I  do  not  say 
immediately,  but  some  day  this  week, 
contempt  proceedings  will  be  brought  up, 
having  been  voted  out  by  the  Special 
Committee  on  Lobbying,  against  Edward 
A.  Rumely,  William  L.  Patterson,  and 
Joseph  T.  Camp. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  As  the  gentleman 
knows,  I  am  the  ranking  Republican 
member  of  the  Select  Committee  on  Lob¬ 
bying  Activities,  hence  this  inquiry:  Can 
the  gentleman  give  us  any  more  definite 
Information  as  to  when  these  citations 
maybe  called  up?  There  is  a  great  deal 
of  interest  in  them.  Would  it  be  to¬ 
morrow  or  Thursday?  Or  is  not  the  gen¬ 
tleman  prepared  to  say? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  It  will  be  either 
Wednesday  or  Thursday,  in  my  opinion. 
I  do  not  want  to  be  held  fast  to  following 
the  Wood  bill  because  there  may  be  some 
Conference  reports  or  other  bills  that 
may  be  reported  out  of  committee,  that 
we  would  want  to  dispose  of.  But  it  is 
V  intention  to  have  them  brought  up 
in  the  House  either  Wednesday  or  Thurs¬ 
day,  I  wish  I  could  give  more  definite 
information  but  I  think  that  is  pretty 
definite.  It  will  be  called  up  after  the 
Wood  bill  is  disposed  of  or  as  quickly 
thereafter  as  possible. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  willsthe  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCOR'MACK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  Does 
the  gentleman  intend,  then,  that  they 
shall  precede  the  bin  providing  for  the 
drafting  of  doctors  ahd  dentists? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  No;  that  is  why 
I  wanted  leeway.  Any  .  legislation,  of 
course,  of  that  kind  which 'may  come  out 
I  feel  should  be  given  priority. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Cox]  is  recognized 
CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  MARCANTONIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  a 
point  of  order. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 
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Mr.  MARCANTONIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  a  call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names: 

[Roll  No.  257] 

Angell  Hoffman,  Mich.  Pfeiffer, 

Barden  Holifield  William  L. 

Barrett,  Wyo.  Johnson  Phillips,  Tenn. 

Blackney-  Kearney  Poulson 

Boggs,  Del.  Kee  Powell 

Buckley,  Ill.  Keefe  Quinn 

Buckley,  N.  Y.  Keogh  Regan 

Bulwinkle  Klein  Rivers 

Burleson  Larcade  Roosevelt 

Corbett  Latham  Sabath 

Crook  McCulloch,,  Sadowski 

Davies,  N.  Y.  McKinnon'  Scott,  Hardie 
Dingell  McMillen,  Ill.  Scott, 

Durham  Martin,  Iowa  Hugh  D.,  Jr. 

Engel,  Mich.  Mason  Shelley 

Engle,  Calif.  Miller,  Calif.  Smith,  Ohio 
Furcolo  Morgan  Werdel 

Gillette  Morrison  Williams 

Gregory  Murray,  Wis.  Willis 

Gwinn  Norton  Winstead 

Hall,  O’Konski  Withrow 

Edwin  Arthur  Pace  Wolcott 

Heffernan  Pfeifer,  Yates 

Hinshaw  Joseph  L. 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  roll  call  362 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names; 
a  quorum  is  present. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 

REGISTRATION,  CLASSIFICATION,  AND 

INDUCTION  OF  CERTAIN  MEDICAL, 

DENTAL,  AND  ALLIED  SPECIALIST  CATE¬ 
GORIES 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  it  may  be  in 
order  any  time  this  week  to  move  that  the 
House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R. 
9554)  to  amend  the  Selective  Service  Act 
of  1948,  as  amended,  so  as  to  provide  for 
special  registration,  classification,  and 
induction  of  certain  medical,  dental,  and 
allied  specialist  categories,  and  for  other 
purposes;  that  there  shall  be  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  2  hours  general  debate  to  be  con-/ 
fined  to  the  bill,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled  by  myself  and  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Missouri  [Mr.  ShortV  and 
that  the  bill  be  then  read  for  amend¬ 
ment  under  the  5-minute  rule. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia? 

Mr.  MICHENER.  Mr.  Speaker,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  all  the  gentle¬ 
man  does  is  to  waive  the  rule. 

Mr.  VINSON.  That  is  all  it  does. 

Mr.  MICHENER.  And  his  unanimous 
consent  request  embodies  what  would  be 
in  the  rule. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Exactly. 

Mr.  MICHENER.  It  simply  saves  time. 

Mr.  VINSON.  The  gentleman  is  right. 

Mr.  LYLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving  the 
right  to  object,  will  the  gentleman  tell 
me  whether  or  not  there  is  any  provision 
in  tl>fs  bill  to  provide  for  doctors  at  serv¬ 
ice  hospitals  to  take  care  of  veterans? 

Mr.  VINSON.  Not  specifically,  but  it 
will  be  open  for  discussion  under  the  5- 


minute  rule  and  under  general  debate. 
I  am  familiar  with  what  is  in  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  mind.  There  will  be  ample  op¬ 
portunity  for  discussion. 

Mr.  LYLE.  Further  reserving  the 
right  to  object,  I  know  the  gentleman  is 
familiar  with  what  I  have  in  mind,  but 
is  he  with  me? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  cannot  say  that  I  am 
with  you  or  against  you,  but  I  will  say 
that  the  matter  about  which  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  concerned  is  a  very  important 
one  and  it  will  be  debated,  no  doubt,  when 
the  bill  comes  up.  All  I  am  asking  now  is, 
as  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  said, 
to  dispense  with  the  rule.  The  request 
embodies  everything  that  would  be  in  a 
rule. 

Mr.  HARE.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  on  August  22  I  in¬ 
troduced  the  bill  H.  R.  9501,  which  is  a 
bill  designed  to  put  into  law  the  Hollo¬ 
way  plan,  similar  to  that  which  has 
gone  in  effect  for  the  training  of  naval 
officers,  but  it  will  provide  Government 
scholarships  for  doctors  and  dentists  on 
the  condition  that  they  serve  an  equal 
number  of  years  in  the  Armed  Forces 
that  we  provide  them  with  education. 
My  reservation  at  this  time,  Mr.  Speaker, 
is  to  ask  if  I  may  be  accorded  some 
hearings  on  that  bill. 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  may  state  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  South  Carolina  that  the 
Committee  on  the  Armed  Services  right 
now  is  conducting  hearings  on  depart¬ 
mental  bills  of  high  priority.  Just  as 
soon  as  we  can  get  around  to  his  bill 
I  will  be  delighted  to  give  him  a  hear¬ 
ing,  and  I  will  try  to  do  that  before  we 
adjourn. 

Mr.  HARE.  Further  reserving  the 
right  to  object,  I  might  observe  that 
from  what  I  learn  concerning  the  pres¬ 
ent  bill  it  is  designed  to  care  for  the 
situation  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  VINSON.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  HARE.  It  is  my  impression  that 
if  we  can  inaugurate  a  program  that 
will  train  these  dental  and  medical  offi¬ 
cers  and  obligate  them  to  serve  in  the 
armed  services  that  it  will  obviate  the 
necessity  of  a  proposal  such  as  is  now 
before  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reserva¬ 
tion  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

SUBVERSIVE  ACTIVITIES  CONTROL  AND 
COMMUNIST  REGISTRATION  ACT 

Mr.  COX.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direction 
of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call  up 
House  Resolution  826,  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Resolved,  That  immediately  upon  the 
adoption  of  this  resolution  it  shall  he  in 
order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  9490)  to  protect  the 
United  States  against  certain  un-American 
and  subversive  activities  by  requiring  regis¬ 
tration  of  Communist  organizations,  and  for 
other  purposes,  and  all  points  of  order 
against  the  bill  or  afiy  of  the  provisions  con¬ 
tained  therein  are  hereby  waived.  That 
after  general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined 


to  the  bill  and  continue  not  to  exceed  2 
hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled 
by  thev  chairman  and  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Un-American 
Activities,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amend¬ 
ment  under  the  5-minute  rule.  At  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and 
report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted  and 
the  previous  question  shall  be  considered 
as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments 
thereto  to  final  passage  without  intervening 
motion  except  one  mo-yon  to  recommit. 

Mi-.  COX.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Col- 
mer]  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  con¬ 
sent  request. 

(Mr.  COLMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  in  two 
instances  and  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.  ) 

Mr.  COX.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  resolu¬ 
tion  makes  in  order  consideration  of  the 
so-called  Wood  bill,  reported  by  the 
Committee  on  Un-American  Activities. 
It  is,  of  course,  a  controversial  measure 
concerning  which  people  have  various 
opinions.  In  my  judgment  the  bill  does 
not  go  far  enough.  It  is  a  step  in  the 
right  direction,  however,  and  I  trust  that 
the  rule  will  be  adopted. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  30  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Wads¬ 
worth]. 

Mr.  WADSWORTH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  use. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  not  my  intention  to 
indulge  in  any  extended  remarks  with 
respect  to  this  rule  or  as  to  the  bill  which 
will  be  brought  before  the  House  if  the 
rule  is  adopted.  I  merely  desire  to  re¬ 
mind  my  colleagues  of  the  House  that 
this  bill,  for  which  a  rule  is  requested,  is 
intended  to  meet  a  very,  very  important 
problem  and  to  solve  it.  It  is  a  problem 
that  has  commanded  our  attention  for 
some  years. 

Most  of  the  Members  of  the  House  will 
recollect  that  in  the  Eightieth  Congress  a 
bill  with  this  same  objective  was  reported 
from  the  Committee  on  Un-American 
Activities.  I  happen  to  recollect  the 
consideration  given  to  it  because  it  was 
my  fate  to  preside  over  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  while  the  bill  was  under 
consideration.  The  debate  lasted  16 
hours  and  the  bill  was  passed  by  the 
House  by  an  overwhelming  majority  but 
did  not,  receive  favorable  action  in  the 
other  bddy. 

This  bill,  as  I  gather,  has  the  same  ob¬ 
jective  as  the  bill  presented  in  the  Eight¬ 
ieth  Congress,  but,  in  my  humble  judg¬ 
ment,  approaches  the  matter  more 
wisely.  I  may  only  say  to  the  Members 
of  the  House  that  as  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Rules  I  was  deeply  im¬ 
pressed  with  the  descriptions  given  of 
this  measure  by  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  that  reported  it,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walter] 
and  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Nixon]  .  It  was  apparent  that  they  and 
the  other  members  of  the  committee  had 
given  very,  very  serious  consideration  to 
the  questions  involved,  and  especial  con¬ 
sideration  to  the  protection  of  American 
citizens  in  the  right  of  free  speech  and 
freedom  of  thought.  My  humble  judg¬ 
ment  is  they  have  done  an  excellent  job. 
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amendment  is  not  offered  we  can  arrange  ed,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  con- 


av  unanimous  -  consent  agreement.  ;  I 
flof>e  an  agreement  can  be  worked  out 
to  biSfig  it  up  next  January  or  lafc^r  in 
the  session,  if  necessary.  If  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  offered,  I  know  therq*  will  be 
considerable  debate. 

Mr.  WILtJAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 


do  not  JJave  the  floor. 
Minnesota  has  the 


the  Senator 

Mr.  LUCAS 
The  Senator  fr 
floor. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  For  the  purpose  of  t 
discussing  the  hand,  I  gladly! 

yield  to  the  Senator  frbpi  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS'.  I  haVe  no  desire  to 
delay  action  on  the  bilD  but  before 
reaching  a  unanimous -consent  agree¬ 
ment,  I  shoql'd  like  to  have  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  presenting  the  case ‘for  my 
amendment,  which  has  now  been'cend- 
ing  for  T  days.  > 

Mr.  LUCAS.  I  am  sure  the  Senator 
will  be  granted  an  opportunity  to  pre¬ 
sent  his  persuasive  arguments,  although 
I  hope  it  will  be  defeated  after  he  does 
sof 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 

yiolHiinq  ^  -  - - -  > 

FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OP  1950— 
CONFERENCE  REPORT 

During  the  delivery  of  Mr.  Humphrey’s 
speech, 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  wonder  if  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota  will  yield  to  me  for 
a  privileged  matter. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  cooperate,  but  every  time  we 
get  going  some  Senator  has  a  privileged 
matter  or  a  special  committee  report.  I 
would  ask  the  Senator  if  it  is  something 
about  which  we  will  have  to  argue,  or 
can  it  be  disposed  of  quickly? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  is  the  conference 
report  on  the  so-called  highway  bill,  in 
which  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  was 
deeply  interested. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  was,  indeed, 
deeply  interested.  May  I  ask  the  Sena¬ 
tor  if  he  can  hold  it  up  for  a  little  while? 
This  is  a  labor  of  love.  With  all  the 
hard  work  I  have  gone  through  in  con¬ 
nection  with  it,  I  feel  very  much  as  does 
my  friend  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  feel  so  deeply  about 
the  matter  which  the  Senator  is  discuss¬ 
ing  that  I  know  I  shall  be  on  his  side. 

I  do  not  think  the  matter  will  take 
long.  The  House  has  already  approved 
the  conference  report. 

Mr.  HUMPPIREY.  I  think  it  would  be 
a  good  idea  for  the  junior  Senator  from 
Minnesota  to  yield  to  his  good  friend 
from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Senator  has  sold 
me  so  thoroughly  on  his  idea  that  I 
shall  be  on  his  side. 

Mr.  President,  I  submit  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941)  to 
am  nd  and  supplement  the  Federal- Aid 
Rir.d  Act,  approved  July  11,  1916  (S9 
Liat.  3 ”5),  as  amended  and  supplement- 


tinuing  the  construction  of  highways, 
and  for  other  purposes,  and  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  for  its  present  considera¬ 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
report  will  be  read  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

The  report  was  read. 

(For  conference  report  see  page  13832 
of  the  House  proceedings  of  August  28, 
1£50.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  in  order 
to  save  the  time  of  the  Senate,  I  ask 
unanimous-  consent  that  a  statement 
which  I  have  prepared  in  connection 
with  the  conference  report  may  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Notes  on  Conference  Refop.t  on  Federal  Aid 
Highway  Eill 

The  highway  bill  as  agreed  to  by  the  con¬ 
ferees  carries  out  substantially  the  same  pro¬ 
posals  and  principles  in  the  bill  as  it  passed 
the  Senate.  The  Senate  conferees  accepted 
three  or  four  reductions  proposed  by  the 
House  conferees,  and  in  turn  felt  it  necessary 
to  accept  two  increases  insisted  upon  by  the 
House  conferees.  The  principal  differences 
before  the  conferees  were  in  the  authoriza¬ 
tions  for  the  secondary  and  urban  systems, 
for  the  forest  roads  and  trails,  the  Inter- 
American  Highway,  emergency  fund,  access 
roads,  and  public-domain  roads. 

With  respect  to  the  funds  for  the  second¬ 
ary  and  urban  systems,  'the  House  conferees 
COO, 000  for  the  secondary  system  and  $125,- 
000,0000  for  the  secondary  system  and  $125,- 
000,000  for  the  urban  system,  be  retained  in 
order  to  hold  to  the  established  balance 
among  the  three  Federal-aid  systems.  Sen¬ 
ators  will  recall  that  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  $15,000,000  was  cut  from  the  secondary 
system  and  $12,500,000  from  the  urban  sys¬ 
tem.  A  proportionate  cut  for  the  primary 
system  was  also  proposed  on  the  Senate  floor, 
but  that  motion  was  defeated,  with  the  re¬ 
sult  that  the  ratio  among  the  three  systems 
was  thrown  out  of  balance.  This  time- 
tested  ratio  was  established  many  years  ago 
after  long  and  careful  deliberations  of  the 
Committees  of  both  the  House  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  It  consists  of  45  percent  for  the  primary 
system,  30  percent  for  the  secondary  system, 
and  25  percent  for  the  urban  system.  The 
House  conferees  -insisted  that  we  should 
maintain  these  percentages  and  keep  faith, 
with  the  State  Highway  authorities  and  the 
users  of  our  Federal  highway  systems.  Since 
the  figure  for  the  primary  system  had  not 
been  disturbed  and  was  not  in  conference, 
there  was  no  alternative  but  to  agree  to  re¬ 
storing  the  House  figures  on  the  other  two 
systems  in  order  to  maintain  the  established 
balance.  We  felt  that  this  restoration  of 
the  House  figures  was  further  justified  by 
our  action  in  insisting  upon  the  elimination 
of  the  separate  authorization  of  $70,000,000 
for  the  Interstate  System,  which  the  House 
had  placed  in  the  bill. 

With  respect  to  secondary  roads,  the  con¬ 
ferees  were  in  unanimous  agreement  on  the 
intent  and  purposes  of  the  Senate  language 
calling  for  spreading  these  funds  to  local 


rural  roads  and  roads  of  the  county  class. 
The  conferees  made  some  minor  changes  In 
the  Senate  language  In  order  to  reassure 
some  of  the  more  heavily  populated  States 
that  they  would  be  adequately  protected  In 
handling  their  secondary  roads  to  permit 
them  to  spend  the  funds  on  higher  class 
roads  where  they  have  no  local  road  prob¬ 
lems.  The  modified  langauge  emphasizes 
that  the  funds  will  be  used  on  local  rural 
roads  and  roads  of  the  country  road  class,  in¬ 
cluding  township  roads  as  well  as  on  the 
other  types  of  secondary  and  feeder  road6. 
Furthermore,  it  gives  the  local  road  officials 
an  equal  voice  with  the  State  officials  in 
selecting  projects  and  setting  the  specifi¬ 
cations.  With  these  provisions  in  the  lan¬ 
guage  protecting  the  States  with  no  local 
road  problems  on  the  one  hand,  and  the 
States  where  emphasis  on  the  building  of 
local  roads  has  been  long  neglected  on  the 
other  hand,  it  is  our  belief  that  we  can  be¬ 
gin  to  make  some  good  progress  in  this  local 
road  field. 

The  Senate  conferees  receded  cn  the 
amount  for  forest  roads  and  trails,  accepting 
the  House  figure  of  $17,500,000.  Likewise,  we 
also  accepted  the  House  proposal  to  reduce 
the  term  of  years  for  the  authorizations  on 
the  Inter-American  Highway,  from  4  years  to 
2  years,  which  is  the  same  period  for  the 
other  items  in  the  bill.  This  effected  a  fur¬ 
ther  saving  of  $3,000,000. 

The  language  for  access  roads  was  modified 
at  the  insistence  of  the  House  conferees  to 
remove  the  revolving  fund  features  and  re¬ 
state  the  authorization  as  a  definite  $10,000,- 
000  amount. 

With  respect  to  the  Maybank  amendment 
referring  to  alteration  of  bridges  over  navi¬ 
gable  waters,  the  conferees  were  in  sympathy 
with  the  objectives  and  agreed  that  there 
was  merit  in  this  proposal.  However,  due 
to  the  fact  that  no  hearings  had  been  held 
on  this  subject  and  since  the  total  cost  of 
the  proposal  is  not  known  at  the  present 
time,  the  House  conferees  insisted  that  it  be 
removed  entirely  without  prejudice  and  sug¬ 
gested  that  it  should  be  taken  up  as  a  sepa¬ 
rate  bill. 

This  summarizes  th*e  principal  features 
agreed  to  in  conference.  Other  details  ^re 
shown  in  the  House  managers’  statement, 
which  has  been  printed  in  the  Record. 

I  should  like  to  call  the  attention  of  Sena¬ 
tors  to  the  comparisons  of  the  authorization 
amounts  contained  in  this  bill,  because  I 
think  there  has  been  considerable  misunder¬ 
standing  on  this  point.  I  have  here  a  table 
showing  the  amounts  in  the  bHl  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  budget,  as  passed  by  the 
House,  as  passed  by  the  Senate,  and  as  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  conferees.  I  want  to  say 
that  contrary  to  our  own  feelings  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  very  great  need  for  further  im¬ 
provement  of  our  highways  and  contrary  to 
many  reports  which  have  been  circulated, 
the  bill,  both  as  passed  by  the  Senate  and 
as  recommended  by  the  conferees,  is  not  only 
below  the  House  figures,  but  it  is  also  below 
the  budget  recommendations.  I  hope  that 
there  will  be  no  misunderstanding  on  this 
point.  I  feel,  and  I  think  many  other  Sena¬ 
tors  feel,  that  we  should  be  doing  much 
more  for  our  roads.  There  is  no  question  of 
pork  or  fat  involved  here.  We  all  know 
how  much  we  need  the  roads  in  wartimes,  as 
well  as  in  peacetimes.  But,  recognizing  that 
our  expenditures  must  be  scrutinized  and 
held  down  to  a  minimum,  I  hope  all  Sena¬ 
tors  will  note  that  we  have  reduced  this 
highway  bill  below  both  the  figures  adopted 
by  the-  House  and  the  figures  recommended 
by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Presi¬ 
dent. 
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Summary  of  amounts,  H.  R.  7941 


Item 

Budget  rec¬ 
ommenda¬ 
tions 

House 

Senate 

Conference 

$225, 000, 000 
150, 000, 000 
125,  000,  000 

$225,  000,  000 
150,000,000 
125,  000,  000 
70,  000,  000 

$225,  000,  000 
135,  000,  000 
112,  500,  000 

0 

$225, 000, 000 
150, 000, 000 
125, 000,  000 
0 

'(>)  ' 

25,  000,  000 
7,  252, 000 
20,  000, 000 
15,000,  000 

20,  000, 000 

0 

20, 000, 000 
3,  500, 000 
20,  000,  000 
10,  000,  000 

20. 000,  000 

3,  500, 000 

17,  500,  000 
10,  000,  000 

17,  500.  000 
10.  000, 000 

20,  000,  000 

13,  000,  000 

13,  000,  000 

13,  000,  000 

10,  000,  000 

6,  000,  000 

6,  000,  000 

6,  000,  000 

10,  000,  000 

10,  000,  COO 

0 

5,  000,  000 

3  4,  COO,  000 

0 

5,  000,  000 

«  8,  000,  000 

«  4,  COO,  000 
0 

8,  000,  000 

0 

10,  000,  000 

0 

10,  000,  000 
5,  000,  000 

ia  ooo,  ooo 

2,  500,  000 

0 

5,  000,  000 

Total . . 

635,  752,  000 

646,  500,  000 

569,  000,  000 

594,  000,  000 

»  No  additional  funds,  but  recommends  earmarking  $150,000,000  from  primary  and  urban  systems. 
a  For  each  of  8  years.  ^ 

*  For  each  of  4  years. 

*  For  each  of  2  years. 


Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  notice 
in  the  conference  report  no  reference  to 
secondary  highways  or  how  the  funds 
should  be  spent,  and  on  what  type  of 
roads.  The  language  has  been  somewhat 
changed  as  passed  by  the  Senate,  where 
the  great  emphasis  was  on  county  roads. 
May  I  ask  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
if  the  change  in  the  language  was  with 
any  idea  of  abandoning  emphasis  cn 
county  roads,  or  was  it  to  make  more 
flexible  the  language  so  as  to  adapt  it  to 
the  peculiar  situations  in  various  States. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  conferees  net  only 
did  not  want  to  abandon  the  purpose 
which  the  Senate  had  in  mind,  but  they 
wanted  to  emphasize  the  idea.  But  in 
order  to  carry  out  that  very  purpose,  it 
was  thought  necessary  that  the  language 
should  be  changed  in  order  to  meet  tech¬ 
nical  difficulties. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  further  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  notice  in  the  lan¬ 
guage  a  reference  to  school  bus  routes 
and  rural  mail  routes,  which  wTas  already 
in  the  old  law.  Is  it  the  Senator's  un¬ 
derstanding  that  when  those  terms  are 
used  we  are  referring  to  school  bus  routes 
and  rural  mail  routes  that  extent  to 
county  roads  and  on  the  county  level, 
rather  than  to  highways  already  im¬ 
proved. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  the  purpose  of 
the  language.  That  was  the  understand¬ 
ing  of  the  conferees  and  what  they  had 
in  mind.  Not  only  that,  but  school  buses 
can  go  to  the  extent  of  crossing  town¬ 
ships,  towns,  parishes,  or  even  States. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  compliment  the  conferees  for 
adopting  language  that  gives  the  local 
authorities  an  actual  place  at  the  confer¬ 
ence  table  in  deciding  what  projects  are 
going  to  be  constructed.  That  puts  them 
in  a  position  which  they  have  never 
before  occupied. 

The  conferees  also  brought  forward 
section  2  cf  the  Senate  bill  which  would 
create  within  each  highway  commission 
a  unit  charged  with  the  responsibility  of 
promoting  the  building  of  county  roads 
and  roads  on  the  county  level.  I  think 
that  is  a  step  forward  in  legislation  of 
this  kind,  and  for  it  I  commend  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  and  all  other 
Senators  connected  with  it. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 

CORRECTIONS  IN  ENROLLMENT  OP 
H.  R.  7941 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  before 
the  Senate  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
274,  which  was  read,  as  follows: 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
( the  Senate  concurring) ,  That  the  Clerk  ol 
the  House  of  Representatives  in  the  enroll¬ 
ment  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  7941),  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1950,  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  make  the  following  corrections: 
In  the  provisos  of  section  5  strike  out  the 
words  “subsection”  wherever  they  occur  and 
insert  the  words  “section.” 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tion. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  concur¬ 
rent  resolution  was  considered  and 
agreed  to.  . 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  very  much  for  yielding. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  for  one 
question  of  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Certainly. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Of  course  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  is  a  privileged  matter,  and  I 
understand  the  conference  report  has 
been  adopted.  Therefore  I  am  not  ask¬ 
ing  any  questions  about  the  conference 
report.  We  have  had  a  presentation  of 
it  by  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 
However,  a  concurrent  resolution  was 
also  adopted. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes.  After  the  con¬ 
ference  report  was  filed  last  night  by 
the  House  it  was  discovered  that  there 
was  a  technical  error  in  the  use  of  the 
word  “subsection”  where  the  word 
should  have  been  “section.” 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator. 

SERVICE  AMONG  PHYSICIANS  AND 

DENTISTS 

During  the  delivery  of  Mr.  Humphrey’s 
peech, 

"Mr.  HUNT.  Mr.  president,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 


i  Mr.  HUMPHREY.  For  what  purpose  t 
does  the  Senator  request  that  I  yield? 

;  Mr.  HUNT.  I^wish  to  ask  unanimoi 
^consent  for  the  present  consideration -of 
(Senate  bill  4029,  but  without  causing/the 
jSenator  from  Minnesota  to  lose  the  floor. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
may  yield  for  that  purpose  without  los¬ 
ing  my  right  to  the  floor,  so  that  I  may 
continue  this  discussion  as  soon  as  the 
matter  to  which  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  refers  is  disposed/of,  I  shall 
be  more  than  happy  to  yield/ so  as  to  ex¬ 
pedite  the  work  of  the  Sen/te. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Long 
in  the  chair).  The  ./'Senator  from 
Minnesota  asks  unanimbus  consent  that 
he  may  yield  in  order  tro  permit  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  Senate  (bill  4029.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  . '  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right Ao  object,  although  I 
Shall  not  object,  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
■distinguished  Senator  from  Minnesota 
jwhether  he  expects  to  conclude  his 
formal  remarks  before  today’s  session 
;ends. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Indeed,  I  do.  My 
remarks  w/iuld  have  been  concluded  long 
‘ago,  except  for  the  interruptions,  which 
iwe  havq/permitted  in  order  to  expedite 
the  ha/idling  of  other  business  of  the 
Senate 

It  is  my  intention  to  stay  here  this 
evening  until  I  conclude  my  remarks, 
r.  WHERRY.  I  am  not  complain- 
about  the  length  of  time  the  Sena- 
or  has  spoken.  I  think  his  remarks  are 
most  informative,  and  certainly  he  has  a 
perfect  right  to  the  floor. 

Let  me  inquire  how  long  he  believes  it 
will  take  him  to  conclude  his  remarks,  if 
he  is  not  interrupted. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  will  not  take  me 
more  than  an  additional  40  minutes  to 
conclude,  I  am  sure,  if  I  am  not  inter¬ 
rupted.  However,  if  I  am  interrupted — 
as  I  hope  I  shall  be,  because  the  interrup¬ 
tions  are  what  make  the  real  contribu¬ 
tion — it  will  take  me  a  little  longer  to 
conclude. 

Mr.  V/HERRY.  I  am  not  objecting  to 
the  interruptions,  and  I  care  not  how 
Ipng  the  Senate  remains  in  session, 
i  \Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  know  that. 

;  Mr.  WHERRY.  Several  Senators  on 
this  side  cf  .  the  aisle  wish  to  address 
the  Senate;  but  as  a  result  of  the  col¬ 
loquy  we  have  just  had,  they  now  are 
informscNas  to  the  length  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  speeciv  and  they  can  govern  them¬ 
selves  accorc 

I  have  no  objection  to  consideration  of 
the  bill  referreckto  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  understand  that 
I  shall  not  lose  my  iTSdit  to  the  floor,  but 
can  resume  my  discussion  of  the  pending 
business  as  soon  as  thexither  bill  is  dis¬ 
posed  of,  if  unanimous  cajisent  is  given 
for  that  purpose. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICE^.  That  is 
tmderstood. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  recjiiest  for 
the  present  consideration  of  Senate  bill 
4029? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Seriate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  (S.  4023 
to  amend  the  Selective  Service  Act  of 
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AN  ACT 

To  amend  and  supplement  the  Federal-Aid  Road  Act,  approved  July  11,  1916 

(39  Stat.  355),  as  amended  and  supplemented,  to  authorize  appropriations  for 

continuing  the  construction  of  highways,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
Lnited  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Road  Act 
approved  July  11, 1916  (39  Stat.  355) ,  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof 
and  supplementary  thereto,  and  for  continuing  the  construction  and 
;  reconstruction  of  highways  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  approved  December  20.  1944  (58 
Stat.  838) .  as  amended  and  supplemented  by  the  Federal  Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1948  (62  Stat.  1105),  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  the  sum  of  $500,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953. 

•  The  sum  herein  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  available  for 
expenditure  as  follows : 

(a)  $225,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  highway  system. 

(b)  $150,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway 
system  or  as  may  hereafter  be  added  to  such  system  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  paragraph  (b)  of  section  3  of  the  Federal  Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  838),  as  amended  and  supplemented  by  the 
Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948  (62  Stat.  1105)  ;  Provided ,  That 
such  funds  shall  be  expended  on  the  secondary  and  feeder  roads,  farm- 
to-market  roads,  rural  mail  routes,  public  school  bus  routes,  local  rural 
roads,  county  roads,  township  roads,  and  roads  of  the  county-roacl 
class,  with  types  of  construction  that  can  be  maintained  at  reasonable 
cost  to  provide  all-weather  service,  and  the  projects  for  construction 
shall  be  selected  and  the  specifications  with  respect  thereto  shall  be 
determined  by  the  State  highway  department  and  the  appropriate 

)  local  officials  in  cooperation  with  each  other.  This  provision  shall 
not  be  construed  to  modify  any  of  the  other  provisions  of  paragraph 
(b)  of  section  3  of  the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  838) , 
as  amended  by  the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948  (62  Stat.  1105). 

(c)  $125,000,000  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid-highway  system  in 
urban  areas. 

The  said  sums  respectively,  for  any  fiscal  year,  shall  be  apportioned 
among  the  several  States  in  the  manner  now  provided  by  law  and  in 
accordance  with  the  formulas  set  forth  in  section  4  of  the  Federal- Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1944  approved  December  20, 1944 :  Provided ,  That  the 
census  figures  used  in  making  said  apportionments  shall  be  those  shown 
by  the  latest  available  Federal  census. 

Any  sums  apportioned  to  any  State  under  the  provisions  of  this 
section  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  in  that  State  for  two  fiscal 
years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  are  author- 
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ized,  and  any  amount  so  apportioned  remaining  unexpended  at  the  end 
of  such  period  shall  lapse:  Provided ,  That  such  funds  for  any  fiscal 
year  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total 
of  the  sums  apportioned  to  the  State  for  such  fiscal  year  is  covered  by 
formal  agreements  with  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  for  the 
improvement  of  specific  projects  as  provided  by  this  Act. 

Sec.  2.  Any  State  desiring  to  avail  itself  of  the  benefits  of  the  funds 
apportioned  for  expenditure  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway 
system  shall  establish  in  its  State  highway  department  within  six 
months  after  the  close  of  the  next  regular  session  of  its  legislature,  a 
secondary  road  unit  and  such  department  shall  be  suitably  organized 
to  discharge  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  the 
duties  herein  required :  Provided ,  That  any  State  highway  department 
may  arrange  with  any  county  or  group  of  counties  having  competent 
highway  engineering  personnel,  suitably  organized  and  equipped  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  State  highway  department,  to  supervise  con¬ 
struction  and  maintenance  on  a  county-unit  or  group-unit  basis  for  the 
construction  and  maintenance  of  secondary  road  projects:  Provided  , 
further ,  That  the  term  “county”  as  used  in  this  section  shall  be  con-f 
strued  to  include  coi’responding  units  of  government  under  any  other 
name  in  States  which  do  not  have  county  organizations,  and  likewise 
in  those  States  in  which  the  county  government  does  not  have  juris¬ 
diction  over  highways  it  may  be  construed  to  mean  any  local  govern¬ 
mental  unit  vested  with  jurisdiction  over  local  highways. 

Sec.  3.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  23 
of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  218),  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  (1)  for  forest 
highways  the  sum  of  $20,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953;  (2)  for 
forest  development  roads  and  trails  the  sum  of  $17,500,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1953;  and  (3)  for  forest  highways  within,  adjoining,  or 
adjacent  to  the  Tongass  National  Forest,  the  additional  sum  of 
$3,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1951,  and  a  like  sum  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  to  provide  for  the  improvement 
and  extension  of  the  highway  facilities  to  serve  the  present  and  poten¬ 
tial  traffic  incident  to  the  further  development  of  the  timber  and  other 
resources  of  southeastern  Alaska :  Provided ,  That  immediately  upon 
the  passage  of  this  Act,  the  appropriation  herein  authorized  for^ 
forest  highways  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  shall  be'- 
apportioned  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  expenditure  in  the 
several  States,  Alaska,  and  Puerto  Rico,  according  to  the  area  and 
value  of  the  land  owned  by  the  Government  within  the  national  for¬ 
ests  therein  which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  hereby  directed  to 
determine  and  certify  to  him  from  such  information,  sources,  and 
departments  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  deem  most  accurate, 
and  hereafter,  on  or  before  January  1  next  preceding  the  commence¬ 
ment  of  each  succeeding  fiscal  year  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall 
make  like  apportionment  of  the  appropriation  authorized  for  such 
fiscal  year :  Provided  further ,  That  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads 
may  incur  obligations,  approve  projects,  and  enter  into  contracts  under 
the  apportionment  of  such  authorizations,  and  his  action  in  so  doing 
shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of  the  Federal  Government 
for  the  payment  of  the  cost  thereof :  Provided  further ,  That  the  appro- 
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priations  made  pursuant  to  authorizations  heretofore,  herein,  and 
hereafter  enacted  for  forest  highways  shall  be  considered  available 
to  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  for  the  purpose  of  discharging 
the  obligations  created  hereunder  in  any  State  or  Territory :  Provided 
further ,  That  the  total  expenditures  on  account  of  any  State  or  Ter¬ 
ritory  shall  at  no  time  exceed  its  authorized  apportionment :  And  pro¬ 
vided  further ,  That  appropriations  for  forest  highways  shall  be 
administered  in  conformity  with  regulations  jointly  approved  by  the 
Seei'etary  of  Commerce  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Sec.  4.  (a)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  improvement, 
and  maintenance  of  roads  and  trails,  inclusive  of  necessary  bridges, 
in  national  parks,  monuments,  and  other  areas  administered  by  the 
National  Park  Service,  including  areas  authorized  to  be  established 
as  national  parks  and  monuments,  and  national  park  and  monument 
approach  roads  authorized  by  the  Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Stat. 
1053) ,  as  amended,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 
sum  of  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  and  a 
like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953 :  Provided ,  That 
hereafter  appropriations  for  the  construction,  reconstruction,  and 
improvement  of  such  park  and  monument  roads  shall  be  administered 
in  conformity  with  regulations  jointly  approved  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

(b)  For  the  construction,  reconstruction,  improvement,  and 
maintenance  of  parkways,  authorized  by  Acts  of  Congress,  on  lands 
to  which  title  is  vested  in  the  United  States,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $13,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953 : 
Provided ,  That  hereafter  appropriations  for  the  construction  of 
parkways  shall  be  administered  in  conformity  with  regulations  jointly 
approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce:  Provided  further ,  That  $3,000,000  ot  the  sum  authorized 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952.  shall  be  available  for  contract 
immediately  upon  the  passage  of  this  Act. 

(c)  For  the  construction,  improvement,  and  maintenance  of  Indian 
reservation  roads  and  bridges  and  roads  and  bridges  to  provide  access 
to  Indian  reservations  and  Indian  lands  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  approved  May  26,  1928  (45  Stat.  750),  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $6,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953 : 
Provided ,  That  the  location,  type,  and  design  of  all  roads  and  bridges 
constructed  shall  be  approved  bv  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads 
before  any  expenditures  are  made  thereon,  and  all  such  construction 
shall  be  under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Roads. 

Sec.  5.  Any  State,  county,  city,  or  other  political  subdivision  that 
shall  issue  bonds  and  use  the  proceeds  of  such  bonds  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  toll-free  facilities  in  order  to  accelerate  the  improvement  of 
the  National  System  of  Interstate  Highways,  the  Federal-aid  primary 
highway  system  or  the  Federal-aid  highway  system  in  urban  areas, 
may  apply  any  portion  of  the  funds  herein,  or  hereafter,  authorized 
for  expenditure  on  said  systems  of  highways  and  apportioned  to  such 
State  under  the  provisions  of  section  1  to  aid  in  retirement  of  annual 
maturities  of  the  principal  indebtedness  of  such  bonds  to  the  extent 
that  the  proceeds  of  such  bonds  are  actually  expended  in  the  construe- 
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tion  of  said  systems  of  highways:  Provided ,  That  payment  of  Federal 
funds  on  the  principal  indebtedness  of  such  bonds  shall  be  made  only 
on  account  of  any  such  facility  that  is  constructed  in  accordance  with 
plans  and  specifications  approved  in  advance  of  construction  by  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads:  Provided  further ,  That  payment  of 
Federal  funds  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  not  exceed  the  pro  rata 
basis  authorized  by  section  1 :  And  provided  further.  That  payments 
to  any  State  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  made  exclusively  from 
apportionments  to  such  State  from  funds  authorized  by  the  Congress 
to  be  apportioned  for  expenditure  on  said  systems  of  highways  and 
this  section  shall  not  be  construed  as  a  commitment  or  obligation  on 
the  part  of  the  United  States  to  provide  such  funds. 

Sec.  6.  That  section  14  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  approved 
November  9, 1921  (42  Stat.  212) ,  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  14.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  State  to  maintain  any  highway 
within  its  boundaries  after  construction  under  the  provisions  of  this 
Act.  If  at  any  time  the  Commissioner  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
shall  find  that  any  such  highway  in  any  State  is  not  being  properly 
maintained  he  shall  call  such  fact  to  the  attention  of  the  highway 
department  of  such  State  and  if  within  ninety  da}Ts  after  receipt  of 
such  notice  said  highway  has  not  been  put  in  a  proper  condition  of 
maintenance,  then  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  shall  withhold 
approval  of  further  projects  in  such  State  until  such  highway  has 
been  restored  to  a  proper  condition  of  maintenance :  Provided ,  That  in 
any  State  wherein  the  highway  department  is  without  legal  authority 
to  maintain  a  highway  so  constructed  as  a  secondary  or  an  urban 
road  project  the  highway  department  of  such  State  shall  enter  into 
a  formal  agreement  with  the  appropriate  officials  of  the  county  or 
city  in  which  such  highway  is  located  for  its  maintenance,  and  if  at 
any  time  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  shall  find  that  such 
highway  is  not  being  properly  maintained  he  shall  call  such  fact  to 
the  attention  of  the  highway  department  of  such  State  and  if  within 
ninety  days  after  receipt  of  such  notice  said  highway  has  not  been 
put  in  proper  condition  of  maintenance  then  the  Commissioner  of 
Public  Roads  shall  withhold  approval  of  further  secondary  or  urban 
road  projects  in  such  county  or  city  until  said  highway  shall  have 
been  placed  in  a  proper  condition  of  maintenance.” 

Sec.  7.  That  subsection  (a)  of  section  5  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1944,  approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838),  is  hereby 
amended  by  increasing  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  the 
costs  of  rights-of-way  from  “one-third”  to  not  to  exceed  “one-half” 
of  such  costs. 

Sec.  8.  Section  3a  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  November  9, 1921, 
as  amended  by  the  Act  of  February  20,  193i  (46  Stat.  1173),  is  hereby 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  3a.  That  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  to  cooperate 
with  the  State  highway  departments  and  with  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  in  the  construction  of  public  highways  within  Indian  reserva¬ 
tions  and  national  parks  and  monuments  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior,  and  to  pay  the  amount  assumed  therefor 
from  the  funds  allotted  or  apportioned  under  this  Act  to  the  State 
wherein  the  reservations  and  national  parks  and  monuments  are 
located.” 
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Sec.  9.  Not  to  exceed  $5,000,000  of  any  money  heretofore  or  hereafter 
appropriated  for  expenditure  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal  Highway  Act,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  expenditure  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  as  amended 
and  supplemented,  as  an  emergency  relief  fund,  after  receipt  of  an 
application  therefor  from  the  highway  department  of  any  State,  in 
the  repair  or  reconstruction  of  highways  and  bridges  on  the  primary 
or  secondary  Federal-aid  highway  systems,  which  he  shall  find  have 
suffered  serious  damage  as  the  result  of  disaster  over  a  wide  area, 
such  as  by  floods,  hurricanes,  tidal  waves,  earthquakes,  severe  storms, 
landslides,  or  other  catastrophes  in  any  part  of  the  United  States,  and 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  any  sum  or  sums  neces¬ 
sary  to  reimburse  the  funds  so  expended  from  time  to  time  under  the 
authority  of  this  section :  Provided ,  That  no  expenditures  shall  be 
made  with  respect  to  any  such  catastrophe  in  any  State  unless  an 
emergency  has  been  declared  by  the  Governor  of  such  State  and  con¬ 
curred  in  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce :  Provided  further ,  That  the 
Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  repair  or  reconstruction 
project  provided  for  by  funds  made  available  under  this  section  shall 
not  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the  cost  thereof. 

Sec.  10.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  3 
of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  (42  Stat.  212),  as  amended  by  the  Act 
of  June  24, 1930  (4G  Stat.  805) ,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  for  the  survey,  construction,  reconstruction,  and  maintenance 
of  main  roads  through  unappropriated  or  unreserved  public  lands, 
nontaxable  Indian  lands,  or  other  Federal  reservations  the  sum  of 
$5,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1951,  and  a  like  sum  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  to  remain  available  until 
expended :  Provided ,  That  such  funds  shall  be  available  for  expendi¬ 
ture  in  the  lands  hereinbefore  described  on  the  basis  of  need  in  such 
States,  respectively,  as  determined  by  the  Commissioner  of  Public 
Roads  upon  application  of  the  highway  departments  of  the  respective 
States  and  without  regard  to  any  law  for  the  apportionment  of  such 
funds  among  said  States:  Provided  further ,  That  $2,500,000  of  the 
sum  authorized  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1951,  shall  be 
available  for  contract  immediately  upon  the  passage  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  11.  (a)  Section  1  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  provide  for 
cooperation  with  Central  American  Republics  in  the  construction  of 
the  Inter-American  Highway”,  approved  December  28,  1941  (55  Stat. 
860) ,  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(b)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  in  addition  to 
the  sums  heretofore  authorized,  the  sum  of  $4,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1951,  and  a  like  sum  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1952.  to  be  available  until  exjDended,  to  enable  the  United 
States  to  cooperate  with  the  Governments  of  the  American  Republics 
situated  in  Central  America — that  is,  with  the  Governments  of  the 
Republics  of  Costa  Rica,  El  Salvador,  Guatemala.  Honduras,  Nica¬ 
ragua,  and  Panama — in  the  survey  and  construction  of  the  Inter- 
American  Highway  within  the  borders  of  the  aforesaid  Republics, 
respectively.  Not  to  exceed  $2,000,000  of  the  appropriation  herein¬ 
above  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  may  be  expended  without  requir¬ 
ing  the  country  or  countries  in  which  such  sums  may  be  expended  to 
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match  any  part  thereof,  if  the  Secretary  of  State  shall  find  that  the 
cost  of  constructing  said  highway  in  such  country  or  countries  will  be 
beyond  their  reasonable  capacity  to  bear.  The  remainder  of  such 
authorized  appropriations  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  only 
when  matched  to  the  extent  required  by  this  Act  by  the  country  in 
which  such  expenditure  may  be  made.  Expenditures  from  the  sums 
available  on  a  matching  basis  shall  not  be  made  for  the  survey  and 
construction  of  any  portion  of  said  highway  within  the  borders  of  any 
country  named  herein  unless  such  country  shall  provide  and  make 
available  for  expenditure  in  conjunction  therewith  a  sum  equal  to  at 
least  one-third  of  the  expenditures  that  may  be  incurred  by  that  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  the  United  States  on  such  portion  of  the  highway.  All 
expenditures  by  the  United  States  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act 
for  material,  equipment,  and  supplies  shall,  whenever  practicable,  be 
made  for  products  of  the  United  States  or  of  the  country  in  which 
such  survey  or  construction  work  is  being  carried  on.  Construction 
work  to  be  performed  under  contract  shall  be  advertised  for  a  reason¬ 
able  period  by  the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  or  other  similar  official, 
of  the  government  concerned  in  each  of  the  participating  countries  and 
contracts  shall  be  awarded  pursuant  to  such  advertisements  with  the 
approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  of  the  United  States.  No  part 
of  the  appropriations  herein  authorized  shall  be  available  for  obliga¬ 
tion  or  expenditure  for  work  on  said  highway  in  any  cooperating 
country  unless  the  government  of  said  country  shall  have  assented  to 
the  provisions  of  this  Act;  shall  have  furnisned  satisfactory  assur¬ 
ances  that  it  has  an  organization  adequately  qualified  to  administer 
the  functions  required  of  such  country  under  the  provisions  hereof; 
and  then  only  as  such  country  may  submit  requests,  from  time  to  time, 
for  the  construction  of  any  portion  of  the  highway  to  standards  ade¬ 
quate  to  meet  present  and  future  traffic  needs :  Provided ,  That  no  part 
of  said  appropriations  shall  be  available  for  obligation  or  expenditure 
in  any  such  country  until  the  government  of  that  country  shall  have 
entered  into  an  agreement  with  the  United  States  which  shall  provide, 
in  part,  that  said  country — 

“(1)  will  provide,  without  participation  of  funds  herein  author¬ 
ized,  all  necessary  right-of-way  for  the  construction  of  said 
highway,  which  right-of-way  shall  be  of  a  minimum  width  where 
practicable  of  one  hundred  meters  in  rural  areas  and  fifty  meters 
in  municipalities  and  shall  forever  be  held  inviolate  as  a  part  of 
the  highway  for  public  use ; 

“(2)  will  not  impose  any  highway  toll,  or  permit  any  such  toll 
to  be  charged,  for  use  by  vehicles  or  persons  of  any  portion  of 
said  highway  constructed  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act ; 

“(3)  will  not  levy  or  assess,  directly  or  indirectly,  any  fee,  tax, 
or  other  charge  for  the  use  of  said  highway  by  vehicles  or  persons 
from  the  United  States  that  does  not  apply  equally  to  vehicles  or 
persons  of  such  country ; 

“(4)  will  continue  to  grant  reciprocal  recognition  of  vehicle 
registration  and  drivers’  licenses  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Convention  for  the  Regulation  of  Inter-American  Automo¬ 
tive  Traffic,  which  was  opened  for  signature  at  the  Pan  American 
Union  in  Washington  on  December  15,  1943,  and  to  which  such 
country  and  the  United  States  are  parties,  or  of  any  other  treaty 
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or  international  convention  establishing  similar  reciprocal  recog¬ 
nition;  and 

“  ( 5)  will  provide  for  the  maintenance  of  said  highway  after  its 
completion  in  condition  adequately  to  serve  the  needs  of  present 
and  future  traffic.” 

Sec.  12.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  section  6 
of  the  Defense  Highway  Act  of  1941  (55  Stat.  765)  as  amended,  there 
is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum  of  $10,000,000,  to 
remain  available  until  expended  :  Provided ,  That  $2,000,000  of  the  sum 
authorized  by  this  section  shall  be  available  for  contract  immediately 
upon  the  passage  of  this  Act :  Provided  further ,  That  the  roads  author¬ 
ized  to  be  constructed  under  this  section  shall  be  certified  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  as  important  to  the  national  defense  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  or  such  other  official  as  the  President  may  designate. 

Sec.  13.  Any  State  highway  department  which  submits  plans  for 
a  Federal-aid  highway  project  involving  the  bypassing  of  any  city  or 
town  shall  certify  to  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  that  it  has 
had  public  hearings  and  considered  the  economic  effects  of  such  a 
location. 

Sec.  14.  The  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  assist  in  carrying  out  the  action  program  of  the  President’s 
Highway  Safety  Conference  and  to  cooperate  with  the  State  highway 
departments  and  other  agencies  in  this  program  to  advance  the  cause 
of  safety  on  the  streets  and  highways:  Provided ,  That  not  to  exceed 
$75,000  shall  be  expended  annually  for  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

Sec.  15.  All  provisions  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1944, 
approved  December  20,  1944  (58  Stat.  838),  and  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1948,  approved  June  29,  1948  (62  Stat. 
1105),  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act,  shall  remain  in  full  force  and 
effect. 

Sec.  16.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  delegate  to  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  of  Public  Roads  any  authority  vested  in  him  by  this  Act. 

Sec.  17.  If  any  section,  subsection,  or  other  provisions  of  this  Act 
or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance  is  held  invalid, 
the  remainder  of  this  Act  and  the  application  of  such  section,  sub¬ 
section,  or  other  provision  to  other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not 
be  affected  thereby. 

Sec.  18.  That  all  Acts  or  parts  of  Acts  in  any  way  inconsistent  with 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  hereby  repealed,  and  this  Act  shall  take 
effect  on  its  passage. 

Sec.  19.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1950”. 

Approved  September  7,  1950. 


- 


. 

■ 


i 


' 


. 


5 

n 

